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PREFACE p 


When one looks back over the history of science, the successes are 
likely to be stressed and the failures forgotten. Thus one tends to see 
science as starting with a sure sense of direction and progressing neatly 
to its present form: or so it is for the older and well-established branches 
of science, but not for psychology. Psychology has not one sure sense of 
direction but several quite unsure directions. Growth is erratic, and 
there is much casting about for the most crucial problems and the most 
powerful methods. These apparent differences between psychology and 
the older branches of science may result from the difficulty of developing 
a science of man; it is perhaps significant that many of the problems of 
psychology were not attacked by the methods of science until so late a 
date in history. Or the differences may be an illusion resulting from the 
much closer view we have of the beginning struggles to develop a science 
of psychology than we now have of the beginning efforts in the older 
sciences. 

Certainly psychology has its problems, and they are not easy. Never- 
theless, knowledge has grown rapidly in the short history of man’s efforts 
to develop a science of behavior, and the time seems appropriate for a 
major effort to examine the progress that has been made in attempting 
to find a way, or ways, to the attainment of the explanatory power that 
we like to think of as characteristic of science. A growing body of 
empirical information, a serious concern over methodological issues, and 
a variety of efforts to bring a selected body of fact into the organizing 
framework of theory all emphasize the need for that line of questioning— 
always going on in science—which explores the shape of knowledge, the 
range and inner connections of the ideas through which it has been 
developed and organized, the changing substructures of empirical data, 
and their emerging relations to each other and to the findings df other 
sciences. The seven volumes of Psychology: A Study of a Science are a 
response to this need. 

The first three volumes, which bear the collective title Study I. Con- 
ceptual and Systematic, are concerned with many of the systematic 
formulations of recent and current influence which psychologists have 
developed to account for the phenomena in which they are interested. 
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Each systematic position is analyzed by its originator, or a person con- 
nected with its development, in a way which gives attention to the prob- 
lems it seeks to solve, the empirical basis on which it rests, its degree of 
success, and its relations to other formulations. 

A second set of three volumes, collectively called Study II. Empirical 
Substructure and Relations with Other Sciences, inquires, again through 
the efforts of creatively active investigators, into the organization of 
various fields of empirical knowledge, the relations of one to another, 
and to work going forward in other sciences. It also examines such prob- 
lems in reverse through the participation of social and biological scientists 
who consider the relations of their own special fields to various parts of 
psychology. 

Volume 7—Psychology and the Human Agent—will present the 
Study Director’s view of certain problems of psychological inquiry in the 
light of the findings of the project. 

Primary credit for the initiation of these studies goes to the Associa- 
tion’s Policy and Planning Board, which decided in 1952 that the time 
had come for a thorough and critical examination of the status and 
development of psychology. The National Science Foundation agreed 
upon the desirability of such an undertaking and has generously sup- 
ported the effort. When funds from the National Science Foundation 
were found to be insufficient for all of the expenses of the studies, the 
American Psychological Association provided the supplementary funds 
necessary to complete the work. i 

From the beginning, the study was divided into two parts. One part 
dealt with the education of psychologists and the factors conducive to 
research productivity in psychology. That part was directed by Professor 
Kenneth Clark of the University of Minnesota—now Dean Clark of the 
University of Colorado—who has reported the findings in America’s 
Psychologists: A Survey of a Growing Profession, published by the 
American Psychological Association in 1957. 

The other part, the part with which the present series of volumes is 
concerned, has dealt with the substance of psychological thought and 
data. Professor Sigmund Koch of Duke University has been responsible 
for this part of the study. Working closely with him has been a panel of 
consultants consisting of Lyle H. Lanier, Howard H. Kendler, Conrad 
G. Mueller, and Karl E. Zener. These men, but chiefly Dr. Koch, have 
planned, organized, interpreted, and edited the work, and successfully 
enlisted the cooperation of the approximately eighty authors whose 
original papers constitute the basic material of the series. 

In the background—at a safe distance from the labors that have 
sometimes engulfed Dr. Koch, his panel of consultants, and the primary 
authors—has been a steering committee on which I had the pleasure of 
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serving as chairman, and having as colleagues Clarence H. Graham, 
Lyle H. Lanier, Robert B. MacLeod, Eliot H. Rodnick, M. Brewster 
Smith, and Robert L. Thorndike. The steering committee helped to make 
administrative arrangements and helped to decide on the scope of the 
studies, but takes no credit for their successful completion. 

In the preface to America’s Psychologists we have already acknowl- 
edged our gratitude to Kenneth Clark and his collaborators who helped 
to produce that volume. It is our final pleasant duty to express our thanks 
to Duke University for making Dr. Koch’s time available; to the National 
Science Foundation for its necessary and generous financial support and 
for the counsel and support of John T. Wilson, Assistant Director for 
the Biological Sciences; to Lyle H. Lanier, Howard H. Kendler, Conrad 
G. Mueller, and Karl E. Zener for their critical and devoted help; to all 
the authors whose names appear on the title pages for their original con- 
tributions; and—most of all—to Sigmund Koch for directing and driving 
through to completion what we hope will be an oft-consulted aid to the 
scholars and research workers who are striving to increase the rigor and 
further the development of scientific psychology. 


Dael Wolfle, CHAIRMAN 
STEERING COMMITTEE 
POLICY AND PLANNING BOARD 
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INTRODUCTION TO STUDY II 


Psychology: A Study of a Science is a report of the inquiries of many 
men into the status and tendency of psychological science. There were 
two major contexts of inquiry: Study I sought analytic understanding 
of many systematic formulations of current influence, while Study II 
sought insight into the structure, mutual interrelations, and associations 
with other sciences of the main empirical areas in which psychological 
research proceeds. The findings of Study I. Conceptual and Systematic 
have already been published as the first three volumes of Psychology: 
A Study of a Science. This sixth volume, along with the fourth and fifth, 
comprise Study II. Empirical Substructure and Relations with Other Sci- 
ences. A postscript volume by the Study Director completes the series. 

Many motives can bring—and apparently have brought—readers to 
the series. It can be approached as a group of handbooks, textbooks, or 
as an encyclopedia; as a complement to the education of the student 
and a supplement to that of the advanced worker; as a repository of 
remedial reading for the repentant specialist or the overdiffuse generalist; 
as a guide to the recent history of the science; as a source work for 
the comparative analysis and assessment of theory, method, research 
strategies; as a detailed index to the emerging structure of the science; 
as data for the mapping of research within special fields and of cross- 
field interrelations; as an aid to inferences concerning the achievements, 
shortcomings, trends, prospects of our science. There is much in this 
Study that can nourish all such motives, as indeed many others. But first 
and foremost the Study is a study with its own milieu of aims, values, 
methods, questions—its own biography. Most of that biography was set 
forth in Volume 1, which contains the General Introduction to the 
Series (pages 1-18) and an Introduction to Study I (pages 19-40). The 
present Introduction to Study II will complete the story—happily with 
some dispatch because of the availability of the material just cited. 

Each study, volume, essay is a self-contained unit which may be read 
with profit. But a nice appreciation of any of the units demands that 
it be seen in relation to the total Study. Study II, for instance, differs 
in problematic incidence from Study I, but it is animated by similar 
values and is not without overlap in subject matter, the difference be- 
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tween the “systematic” and the “empirical” being, after all, something 
less than absolute. Moreover, the two studies were designed so as to 
complement each other in certain respects—some of them obvious and 
some perhaps not immediately apparent. For instance, substantive arcas 
thinly sampled in Study I were somewhat more fully represented in 
Study II. Again, systematic influence—necessarily one of the stronger 
selective criteria for contributors to Study I—resulted in a high pro- 
portion of senior contributors; the differing incidence of Study II made 
it possible to invite a larger proportion of younger investigators (though 
we make no claim to the satisfaction of “New-Frontier” standards). 
Points such as these are easily clarified in the present introduction. But 
if the reader is fully to realize any of the varied aims which may bring 
him to this Study, it is well that he see it in the first instance as a study, 
bearing its full burden of identity. For that, the reader must see this In- 
troduction to Study II in relation to the introductions in Volume 1. 

In this introduction, we consider briefly (1) the plan of the over-all 
Study, (2) the history and rationale of Study II, (3) the factors determin- 
ing the composition of the contributor group and the coverage of this 
study, and (4) certain anticipations concerning the character of the 
findings. 


RESUME OF DESIGN OF “PSYCHOLOGY: A STUDY OF 
A SCIENCE” 


For the immediate orientation of the reader, the next few paragraphs 
are given over to a résumé of the Study’s plan. 


Study I. Conceptual and Systematic 


This study involved the intensive analysis of thirty-four “systematic 
formulations” of widely varying type and subject-matter reference, and 
all of established influence in recent psychology. A systematic formulation 
was defined quite generally as “any set of sentences formulated as a tool 
for ordering knowledge with respect to some specified domain of events, 
or furthering the discovery of such knowledge”: in applying this defini- 
tion, care was taken that no formulation be precluded by nonconformity 
to standardized conceptions of the nature of “theory.” Since each sys- 
tematic formulation is the end product of a human effort to see and state 
order in a given domain, each analysis was made either by the origina- 
tor(s) of the formulation in question or (in a few cases) by individuals 
creatively associated with the development of formulations of which they 
were not the primary authors. 

Each systematist was invited to approach his work with certain com- 
mon themes of analysis in mind. These were designed to invite a con- 
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vergence of insight on problems of systematization which had emerged 
from the practice of the past three decades, more or less. Some of the 
suggested problems had been conspicuous in previous “metasystematic” 
discussion, but required, in our opinion, exposure to a wider range of 
systematically schooled sensibilities. Others were problems that seemed 
critically posed by recent systematic work, yet ones which had received 
little or no explicit attention. 

The dominating hope was for analyses that might illumine the rela- 
tions between the creative processes of systematizing and their publicly 
expressed products. It was thus hoped that the atmosphere of the study 
might encourage as much concern with background influences, orient- 
ing presuppositions, and working methods as with conceptual content, 
research achievements, and prospects. It was felt that analysis of this 
order could itself have creative consequences; reflective scrutiny of the 
extent and depth envisaged means rethinking. The primary intent of the 
discussion themes (and indeed, the constant aim of editorial effort) was 
to realize an atmosphere that might invite such emphases. Authors were 
requested to make explicit reference to the themes in their writing only 
to an extent they deemed appropriate or congenial. The use of the 
themes for facilitating the collation of findings was thus a secondary, if 
still important, aim. As matters turned out, most authors adhered to 
them sufficiently to give the reader an excellent purchase for the detec- 
tion of similarities and differences on key issues. 

The grounds for the selection of the thirty-four formulations included 
in Study I are given in Volume 1 (pages 21-27). The aim was a reason- 
ably balanced diversification of formulations (as judged by many con- 
sultants) with respect to (1) subject-matter reference, and (2) con- 
ceptual and methodological “type.” Many significant formulations that 
we would have wished to represent in the original list were excluded by 
spatial and other arbitrary restrictions. Nor was it possible to include 
in the final domain all formulations originally chosen. Though the pro- 
portion of inclusions is remarkable, there were some individuals who 
could not participate. We do not, then, claim “representativeness” even 
in an informal and impressionistic sense. We do, however, claim sufficient 
diversity to extend markedly the range of formulations which in recent 
years have been given sustained analytic attention. 


Study II. Empirical Substructure and Relations with Other Sciences 


This study seeks increased understanding of the internal structure of 
psychological science and its place in the matrix of scientific activity. 
A large number of distinguished investigators in psychology proper and 
in related biological and social sciences were invited to write papers 
which examine the organization of empirical knowledge within subareas 
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of these disciplines and chart their cross-connections. Psychologist con- 
tributors were asked to consider the relations between their own fields 
of special competence and the rest of psychology and, if they wished, to 
inquire also into relations with relevant segments of other sciences. Social 
and biological scientists were asked to examine the relations between 
their own fields and psychology. 

All who were invited are individuals whose research interests have 
bridged conventionally discriminated fields of knowledge. Each was asked 
to place special emphasis on those “bridging problems” which had been 
central in his own research experience. As in the case of Study I, certain 
common themes of analysis were proposed. The “themes” for Study II 
comprise a detailed breakdown of the senses in which questions of 
“mapping” subject-matter structure and exploring field interrelations 
might be entertained. The analytic themes were intended to play rather 
different roles in the two studies. Because in Study I the analytic unit 
was typically a circumscribed “systematic formulation,” it was reasonable 
to encourage adherence to the themes in some degree. In Study II, the 
scope of the topics made it impossible for any author to embark on more 
than a few of the many analytic directions that could be pursued in 
considering subject-matter interrelations. The analytic themes were thus 
offered primarily as an illustrative check list in the hope that concrete 
and differentiated questioning might be encouraged, and that certain 
perhaps promising modes of analysis of a sort not often carried out be 
at least considered. 

Though the topography of a science is too vast and labile for compre- 
hensive or final mapping, this very fact makes it more important to assay 
the contours of knowledge as best we can. Study II exploits the only 
resource available in such problems—individual vision. It assumes that 
a pool of expert, specialized minds can give insight of a sort not ordinarily 
available into the emerging structure of a science. Forty-two essays have 
been contributed by fifty authors (counting collaborators) whose inter- 
ests have signally spanned subdivisions of psychology, or of social or 
biological science on the one hand, and psychology on the other. Just as 
in the case of Study I, contributors and topics are not meant to be 
“representative” —whatever that can mean—of their respective popula- 
tions: the intention is to extend the range of areas which have been 
considered from a perspective like that of Study II, the range of sensi- 
bilities which have been trained on such interrelational questions, and the 
range of analytic approaches that have been made. The hope is that the 
study will not only extend knowledge of the developing structure of our 
science, but will highlight the importance of explicit questioning con- 
cerning the articulation of knowledge and recommend to the reader, by 
the rhetoric of its insights, the habit of such questioning, 
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Psychology and the Human Agent 


This volume is a postscript to the Study, representing certain views 
formed by the director in its course. The book (1) records those attitudes 
toward a science and science which necessarily color the spirit of the 
Study, (2) constructs trends from the massive findings of the two group 
studies, and (3) considers, in the light of the Study’s premises and ap- 
parent trends, certain problems of psychological inquiry suggested by the 
practice of the past several decades. 


HISTORY AND RATIONALE OF STUDY II 


Psychology: A Study of a Science is the result of a project sponsored 
by the American Psychological Association and subsidized jointly by the 
National Science Foundation and the sponsoring organization, The 
project, known as “Project A of the APA Study of the Status and De- 
velopment of Psychology,” was inaugurated in the fall of 1952. It, and 
a separately administered sister project (“Project B”) had their origin 
in proposals of the Association’s Policy and Planning Board concerning 
the desirability of a series of investigations into psychological knowledge 
and the institutional and occupational arrangements which had evolved 
in its pursuit. It was the Board’s energetic advocacy of such a program 
(especially under the chairmanship of Lyle H. Lanier in 1951-1952) 
that eventuated in the constitution of the two projects: Project A to be 
concerned with the “methodological, theoretical, and empirical status 
of psychological science,” and Project B with “occupational, educa- 
tional, and institutional problems.” 

Kenneth Clark served as Director of Project B (and has already re- 
ported its results in his book, America’s Psychologists’). The present editor 
served as Director of Project A. Both projects profited from the counsel 
of an advisory committee under the chairmanship of Dael Wolfle. Each 
director also had the advice of a panel of consultants. Dr. Wolfle has 
described the relations of these groups to the project in his Preface. 

Certain of the stages in the process of translating the general mandate 
for the project into the detailed plan for Psychology: A Study of a Science 
have been described in the General Introduction to the series (Volume 1, 
pages 6-14). Let it suffice here to reduce an intricate story to a few 
words. 

From the beginning it was decided to proceed gradually: to set no 
plan into action until it was clear that it could stir a reasonable com- 
munity of imaginations, and until there was at least some evidence for 
its practicability. After a lengthy planning process involving an intricate 


1K. E. Clark, America’s Psychologists: A Survey of a Growing Profession, Wash- 
ington, American Psychological Association, 1957. 
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give-and-take between the director, the committee, panel, and selected 
consultants, the investigation that was to become Study I. Conceptual 
and Systematic was launched in the fall of 1953. Further planning con- 
cerning Study II and, to some extent, the more slender venture of the 
director’s book continued through October, 1954. The present study was 
initiated at that time. 

In planning, it was felt important to arrive at relatively limited, if 
still challenging, objects of study: to avoid the kind of grandiosity on 
which group investigations can so easily founder. Moreover, objects of 
inquiry were sought which might most profit from the circumstances of 
group inquiry. If grandiosity was thus held under control, exuberance 
was another matter! Many such objects suggested themselves during the 
planning, too many. Their range is barely suggested in the discussion of 
“rationale” given in the Volume 1 general introduction (pages 7-14). 
The ideas for the present study (as those for Study I) thus represent a 
selection from a wide array of possibilities. 


Among the many types of questions that can be asked about a science, 
none could well be more important than those concerning the relations 
among its chief fields of inquiry and its interpenetrations with other 
disciplines concerned with overlapping objects of study. Yet in psy- 
chology few questions have been pursued with less vigor. It has long 
been a platitude to lament the growing specialism and insulation of re- 
search areas in our science. But the lament has occasioned not much 
more than discomfort and perhaps not enough of that. 

Nevertheless, the investigator who wishes to environ his work with 
meaning has necessarily held certain beliefs about such matters. These, 
however, have often been so thin as to be tantamount to a brushing aside 
of the type of problem they address. Thus, for instance, it has been fairly 
fashionable to assume that the traditional, so to say, “process fields” of 
psychology (as e.g., perception, learning, motivation) are essentially 
chapter headings, having no systematic significance. The frequent 
corollary is that whatever is viable in the various fields will somehow be 
integrated in some future theory. But whether a theory can integrate 
research in diverse and largely insulated fields without the theorist keep- 
ing carefully in view from an early stage the detailed relations which 
obtain among them is not often considered. Certainly those theorists of 
the recent past who assumed that all significant problems of psychology 
could be solved via postulates local to a single research area have not 
in the results of their work increased confidence in such a position. 

The relatively superficial concern with interrelationship issues often 
reflects a judgment that such problems cannot be solved within the terms 
given by the state of psychology. It is held that the main areas dis- 
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tinguished by convention are essentially distinctions of investigative con- 
venience and with this it is usual to presume that analysis would show 
each such field to be a loose congeries of research findings having little 
rational coherence. But since the analysis is almost never made, it is 
impossible to test the coherence of field boundaries and thus arrive at 
more significant organizations. Psychology: A Study of a Science has con- 
stantly emphasized a view which sees most things in science as an uneven 
compound of the rational and extrarational, but certainly the relative 
proportion may be made to vary. 

There is no way out of it. Even were the “field” distinctions wholly 
ones of “convenience,” it would be well to know whether and to what 
extent they are convenient. But one can doubt the story to be that 
simple. The rather crassly defined fields into which convention parcels 
psychological knowledge could be distinctions of convenience, yet not of 
mere convenience. Certainly if we trace fields like perception, learning, 
cognition, motivation, emotion, into the history of psychology, near or 
remote, it becomes clear that such fields were premised on analyses of 
psychological phenomena meant to have systematic and even a crude 
ontological significance. The late nineteenth-century psychologists who 
talked about cognition, conation, and affection, for instance, thought 
they were talking about dimensions of analysis which in some sense fitted 
psychological phenomena and were adequate to them. The conven- 
tionalist and nominalist sensibility of recent psychology prefers to see its 
subareas as collections of functional relationships among characteristic 
(but often not characterized) classes of variables. It is perhaps this 
nominalism which, at some level in the inquirer’s personality, has sup- 
ported the rather nonchalant attitude toward interrelational problems. 
But, whether these collections of functional relationships are seen as hav- 
ing “functional,” systematic, or even ontological force or not, their rela- 
tion must be taken seriously if we are to have a meaningful science. 
Plural inquiries must stand in some kind of relationship if we are to 
have a science. If they stand in none, we have no science. 

Despite such tendencies to evade interrelational problems, they have 
not been bypassed. They cannot be. They are constantly thrust upon us 
by the exigencies of research planning, pedagogy, and administration. 
The upshot is that we are content with superficial levels of analysis and 
cognitively thin stereotypes. For example, it has not in recent memory 
been rare for a theorist to champion either a “purely behavioral” or a 
“physiological” frame of reference for his concepts and translate this 
preference into the grain of an ambitious theory before essaying detailed 
analysis of actual and possible relations between physiology and psy- 
chology. Indeed, there have been cases when, say, a dogmatic “empty 
organism” approach has become an embarrassment after the “purely be- 
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havioral” theory begins to generate psychophysiological analyses and re- 
search. 

To pursue the area of this illustration a bit further: For a long time 
in recent history, consideration of relations between psychology and 
physiology was left pretty much to philosophers of science, a group not 
eminently qualified in either field. The philosophers proceeded from a 
context established by the traditional “mind-body problem.” For a period 
—coinciding with the hegemony of positivism—of some twenty-five 
years, it was something of a fashion to show that this problem becomes 
meaningful only upon translation into questions concerning the relations 
between the “language systems” of psychology and physiology. But actual 
analysis of these relations, if not eschewed, was approached in a way that 
could yield little of value to the empirical scientist. In effect, the philos- 
ophers called for an analysis they did not make, while the psychologists 
posited stereotypes (e.g., “All explanations must come from physiology,” 
“No explanations can come from physiology,” “Psychological laws are 
derivable in principle from physiology but psychology must first develop 
at its own level”) for which they did not even invite analysis. In the 
course of what discussion took place, the issue was addressed in hope- 
lessly global form: e.g., prescriptions recommending some desirable future 
relationship between the two disciplines were not distinguished from de- 
scription of extant relations, or either of these from prediction, based on 
apparent trends, of probable future relations. Again, much of the discus- 
sion seemed to presume that the relations of psychology to the biological 
sciences in general would be established once the matter was got straight 
for physiology: that specific relations with other biological disciplines 
need not be considered. 

The century has seen considerably more attention given to relations 
of psychology and the social sciences than to its relations with the biologi- 
cal sciences, Much of this has come from within the social sciences where, 
for obvious historical reasons, the need to establish identity is great and 
where psychology is readily seen as some kind of base line against which 
a persona may be traced. And social psychology, a specifically twentieth- 
century product, has perforce faced the same problem in reverse. But 
here, too, thinking has tended to be dominated by stereotype. For in- 
stance, it is often claimed that psychology and sociology deal with be- 
havior at different levels of abstraction, independently of efforts to specify 
the tormal or contentual characteristics of the abstractive levels in ques- 
tion. Assumptions may be made to the effect that it is or is not legitimate 
to transfer concepts from a psychological to a sociological (or political- 
science, or anthropological) context, or vice versa, with little clear anal- 
ysis of the grounds for the one belief or the other. Again, much en- 
thusiasm has gone into programs toward the “interdisciplinary” integra- 
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tion of psychology and the social sciences, with little prior exploration 
of the nature and degree of integration of the relevant sciences taken 
separately. 

But questions concerning interrelations among the subparts of psy- 
chology have been slighted even more than those concerning relations 
with its bordering sciences. Conventionally discriminated areas of psycho- 
logical science are variously held to be supplementary, independent, re- 
ducible one to the other, related according to one or another set of 
“bridging laws” or improperly subdivided, but such positions are rarely 
backed up by intensive analyses of the areas in question. Not seldom, 
workers in a given field are victims of an irresistible tendency to see their 
specialty as embracing the entire science; in the embrace, the rest of the 
science is often squeezed to death. Students of sensory process have been 
known to see no room for perceptual process; of learning, no room for 
either; of all, none for personality; of personality, none for all: men are 
easily drugged by the grandeur of their solipsisms. And in each such area 
there are subareas and sub-subareas within which solipsisms of descend- 
ing magnitude may be achieved. 

Crosscutting such substantive areas, discriminations such as the 
“pure” versus the “applied” figure with increasing importance in recent 
history, especially with the growth of vast professional groupings like the 
clinical. Here again it can be said that though many dogmas exist with 
regard to interrelations—of knowledge, training, professional roles, etc.— 
these dogmas have not often been backed by sustained and differentiated 
analysis. 

The preceding account of certain of the circumstances which invite 
a study like this may impress the reader as rather more bleak than it 
need be. For instance, especially over the last ten or fifteen years, a 
number of research clusters which relate variables usually assigned to 
discrete fields have become conspicuous. There was the “new look” in 
perception and, more generally, the cluster of concerns with relations 
between motivational and perceptual variables. Another cluster has in- 
volved relations between perception and personality. Perhaps most con- 
spicuous has been a massive concentration of interest—heavily docu- 
mented in the present study but certainly evident outside it—in relations 
between perception and learning. This increase of interstitial interest no 
doubt announces a changing atmosphere and is certainly encouraging. 
But the depth of the earlier neglect and the thinness still of the present 
interest could not well be better documented than by the character of the 
newer interstitial research. The research that has been done on the rela- 
tions of motivational and perceptual variables, or perceptual and so- 
called “personality variables,’ however valuable, has by and large in- 
volved narrow and adventitiously selected sets of variables and has been 
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correlated with few far-reaching or searching examinations of relations 
between the fields from which they derive. As for the present interest in 
learning-perception relations, this admirable development, it must be re- 
called, occurred only after the field of perception itself had been all but 
legislated out of existence (at least in this country) for a period of 
roughly thirty years. Learning had preempted perception during the 
hegemony of behaviorism and neobehaviorism; neo-neobehaviorism, in 
willing peception back to life, is at the same time drawing attention to 


what can happen in the history of a science as a result of piecemeal 
viewing. 


Words like “fields,” “areas,” “research clusters,” “disciplines,” are 
deceptive. The terms in which we talk about the architecture of knowl- 
edge inevitably suggest knowledge to be more architectonic than it is. 
Study II supposes that more explicit and intensive interest in the emerg- 
ing structure of psychology is desirable. But it is well that an investigation 
into the “structure” of knowledge commence with a profound apprecia- 
tion of the limits upon any such enterprise. 

The study does not, for instance, suppose that everything that has 
been or is being done in psychology can fall into place, or in some way 
be “salvaged,” in the terms of some happy and even-tempered interrela- 
tional scheme. Far from it—much that happens in a science is expend- 
able (would that we knew precisely what!) ; much that is not expendable 
may fall at a given time into no orderly relations with any consistent map. 
The study does not presume that what is currently called psychology is 
best regarded as a single cohesive field of knowledge; rather, it stresses 
the importance of asking at all times penetrating questions about the 
degree of integration or fractionation of the field relative to prevailing 
definitions. The study does not even suppose that all significant knowl- 
edge need now or ever fall into one systematic or rational pattern; noth- 
ing says that differing universes of discourse, or even disparate “levels” of 
analysis must be commensurable. The study does not suppose that there 
is any privileged route to the conquest of interrelational problems or any 
special methodological gimmickry that can either enhance or replace 
individual vision. Though the units of study are units of “empirical” sub- 
ject matter, it sees no absolute distinction between what is called the 
“theoretical” and the “empirical,” and it is as eager to encourage ex- 
ploration of interrelations via theoretical integrations or realignments as 
it is to encourage attempts at charting relations among empirical vari- 
ables approached in a systematically more neutral way. 

The study, of course, supposes that any single study addressed to the 
problems at issue can make only modest progress and that the progress 
is to be measured more in terms of the habits of thinking it recommends 
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to its readers than its particular findings. It does not pretend to address 
every field of psychology distinguished by current convention or even 
every important field. Though it has assembled the views of many 
creative and knowledgeable men, it has no intention of fusing them into 
some single “standard” view of the structure and associations of our 
science. On the contrary, it has sought to ensure against the emergence 
of an “official” map by arranging that most sectors of the terrain of study 
be inspected by a plurality of viewers. In the end, what matters to this 
study is that the individual reader enrich his own view of the science, in 
his own way. If the study provides materials which in any degree will 
enable this, its purpose will have been well accomplished. 


COVERAGE, CONTRIBUTOR GROUP, AND WORKING 
ATMOSPHERE 


In planning the study, we sought to ensure far-ranging coverage of 
subject matter and to encourage concrete and differentiated analysis, but 
to allow the specific representation of cross-field topics and analytic ques- 
tions to be determined by the authors’ predilections. The pattern of this 
study is thus very largely a pattern of its authors’ sensibilities playing, 
each in its own mode, upon problems that interest them. 

The units of subject matter available to the study for the initiation 
of its inquiries can, of course, be no more “rationally” bounded than the 
“fields” distinguished by current convention. The purpose, after all, is 
to explore, not prejudge, the structure of the science. Inclusion of a field 
implied no commitment as to its actual degree of coherence—whether in 
respect to the character of its empirical variables, its problems, its 
methods, its role in the systematic analysis of behavior or experience, or 
any other attribute. In establishing the general framework of coverage, it 
was felt best to select subject-matter areas of relatively broad scope (say, 
“learning,” rather than “conditioning” or “verbal learning”) or, in the 
case of cross-science relations, entire disciplines. These units were meant 
to set the framework for the inclusion of contributors; as will be seen, the 
role of contributors was not necessarily to consider the cross-field prob- 
lems raised by the entire (crassly defined) area they represented, but 
rather to stress specific bridging problems in the line of their primary 
interests and research. In the choice of “intra-psychological” fields, it was 
felt wisest to concentrate on areas conventionally allocated to funda- 
mental psychology but, because of the importance of stimulating more 
explicit interest in the relations between pure and applied psychology, to 
include as well at least two applied fields. 

Against such a background, the “fields” ultimately arrived at for 
consideration in their relationships were (1) from within psychology— 
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sensory psychology, perception, physiological psychology, learning, moti- 
vation, personality, social psychology, psycholinguistics, clinical psy- 
chology, and human engineering; (2) from within biological science— 
aspects of physiology, neuroanatomy, and genetics; and (3) from within 
social science—aspects of sociology, anthropology, linguistics, economics, 
and political science. It need hardly be added that the study does not 
regard this list of fields as exhausting its domain; even for psychology 
per se, there are obviously so many incidences from which crosscutting 
and overlapping breakdowns can be derived that it is not possible to say 
what “exhaustiveness” could mean in such a connection. 

The design of Study II called for individuals whose primary profes- 
sional background was in some one of the “fields” indicated above to 
consider its relations to some one or combination of the others. In the 
terminology of the study, the field which the analyst represents, by virtue 
of professional affiliation, is the “field of primary reference” ; the “field(s) 
of secondary reference” is the domain(s) whose relationship to his “own” 
field the analyst proposes to explore. The specific bounding, for purposes 
of the analysis, of both fields of reference is of course the option of the 
analyst, an option always influenced by his particular cross-field research 
history. Though each author was asked to place special emphasis on those 
“bridging problems” which had been central in his own research experi- 
ence, he was encouraged also to reach out from this core and bound his 
field of concern as generally as he might wish. 

A plurality of individuals of differing background, systematic predi- 
lection, or specialized cross-area interest, was invited to “represent” each 
field of primary reference. The hope was that—depending on the breadth 
and density of the given field—it might be represented by between two 
and five individuals. For most of the fields of primary reference, this hope 
was realized. 

It should be emphasized that though a contributor was always invited 
to “represent” a given field of primary reference, his field(s) of second- 
ary reference was never specified. Rather, he was asked to pursue the 
analysis of cross-field relations in whatever directions he might wish. 
Thus the pattern of specific cross-field relationships considered in the 
study was largely author-determined. Any attempt to compose the do- 
main of study by some arbitrary combination and permutation of the 
fields of reference would have been close to meaningless. The chances of 
nontrivial knowledge about cross-field relations being won by an analyst 
who had not already established intimate interests in the relevant prob- 
lems would be very slight. A major strength of the present study is pre- 
cisely that it taps the knowledge and insight of authors in the particular 
contexts in which they are in fact most knowledgeable and insightful. 
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It will be noted also that the way in which the study’s coverage was 
planned makes it possible for two (or more) authors to elect the same 
primary and secondary reference-field combination. Such overlap, when 
it occurs, is often more apparent than real, in that the meaning of “same” 
in such a context can be markedly qualified by the different perceptions 
that two analysts may have of their fields of reference. Be this as it may, 
provision for overlaps of this sort was considered another strength of the 
plan. The play of differing scientific sensibilities on the same substantive 
issues (be they really the same or only nominally so) can be highly illu- 
minating. Moreover, patterns of convergence on given cross-field com- 
binations and on given fields of secondary reference would to some extent 
be diagnostic of the distribution of interest in interstitial problems of the 
field at large; any clusterings of interest would mean clusterings of anal- 
ysis at precisely those points which require maximum attention if a just 
picture of the status of the science is to be derived. In administering the 
study, it was standard policy to advise authors to plan their essays with- 
out regard to the possibility of overlaps with the topics of their colleagues. 

A few words are now in order about the arduous process of convert- 
ing these framework decisions into the actual coverage of the study. The 
initial step was to begin—with the help of the Project A panel and 
many consultants, each expert in some field of the study—a list of con- 
tributor candidates. A few months of intensive thought and interchange 
produced a list of imposing architecture. Like all such lists, it never did 
become fully stable: it required frequent adjustments to the exigencies of 
the study. 

The more obvious criteria of election to the list were research distinc- 
tion in the field of primary reference, significant evidence of scholarly 
and analytic ability, and established interest—preferably as realized in a 
long-range research program—in problems of a cross-field or cross-dis- 
cipline nature. Among the more subtle criteria was a preference for men 
of especially self-determining cast. ; I T 

In the background were a number of considerations of a more special 
sort. One was the hope that a number of men known to have original 
and stimulating ideas but not noted for their readiness to appear in the 
literature might be persuaded to participate. Others were addressed as 
much to the interests of the project as a whole as to those of Study II. 
Thus, because Study I had been populated by a high proportion of con- 
tributors in the “elder-statesman” category, it was hoped that the balance 
might be redressed by including a reasonable number of younger, if 
still mature, contributors in Study II. Another such consideration had 
much to do with the relative number of candidates sought to represent 
each area, This was the desire to represent more fully in the present study 
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certain of the areas (e.g., physiological psychology) that had been only 
thinly sampled in Study I. Contrariwise, one of the fields especially widely 
covered in the first study (learning) was represented in the second by 
rather fewer contributors than might otherwise have been appropriate. 

The numbers of contributors ultimately representing each of the 
study’s fields of primary reference were conditioned by many factors, 
some planned and some outside our control. As already mentioned, it was 
envisaged at the outset that each field should be represented by between 
two and five contributors. Within these limits, efforts were made to repre- 
sent subfields of fundamental psychology in a density roughly reflecting 
their extent and current importance. For each of the two applied fields 
(clinical psychology and human engineering), two contributors were to 
be sought. There were to be between two and three contributors for each 
of the biological and social sciences included as primary reference fields 
—this for a number of pragmatic reasons, such as the need to limit the 
study’s size and the expected difficulty of enlisting nonpsychologist con- 
tributors. 

Reference to the tables of contents will show that in a rough way 
these framework requirements were satisfied in the final distribution of 
contributors. The main disappointments were the failure to obtain plural 
representation of the three biological sciences included as fields of pri- 
mary reference and of sociology. To some extent this is compensated 
for by the very large number of biologically oriented psychologists who 
consider relations with biological science, and the fairly large number of 
personality and social psychologists who entertain questions of relation- 
ship with sociology. 

For areas having multiple representation, the constant effort was to 
achieve diversified groups of contributors—men who, by virtue of dif- 
ferences in systematic approach, research background, or scientific tem- 
perament, would be likely to see their problems in different ways. Obvi- 
ously, for groups of the size involved and characteristics of the subtlety at 
issue, there could be no thought of some principle of diversification. If, 
however, inferences can be made from the essays to characteristics of 
their authors, it is fairly evident that this aspect of the planning was not 
frustrated. 

So much for the planning of the representation. The final roster was 
not, of course, uninfluenced by the availability (and in a few cases the 
pertinacity) of authors. About as many people refused to participate as 
the number who ultimately did. This 50 per cent rate of refusals is, we 
think, fairly modest for a study of the present character, and was not out 
of line with expectation. In Study I, there had been a markedly lower 
rate. But in Study I the unit of analysis had been given systematic formu- 
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lations and the men approached were in most instances their owners. Not 
only a vested interest in the objects of analysis but an expectation (not 
always borne out) that they need not go far afield in the preparation of 
their analysis, worked toward acceptance. In the present study, equally 
overcommitted people were being asked to take on a task which, though 
in the line of their interest, could not call on identifications of comparable 
power and which, moreover, was of a sort that often required extensive 
scholarly preparation. Despite these circumstances, relatively few of 
the Study II refusals came from the psychologist candidates. By far the 
largest number came from the “related” disciplines and, among these, 
most from the biologists. 

These reality conditions of the present study are significant for un- 
derstanding the character of the final domain but are instructive, too, 
as positive findings relative to the problems broached by the study. Thus, 
for instance, the almost standard pattern of the refusals from the bio- 
logical scientists and, to a lesser extent, the social scientists, was to express 
enthusiasm for the aims of the study but to plead an almost total lack 
of knowledge concerning the area of secondary reference (psychology). 
If the editor is any judge of correspondence, he can report that these 
protestations were characteristically of the most sincere sort, even if it be 
supposed that their authors could sometimes have discovered supple- 
mentary grounds for refusing. When it is realized that cach of these 
candidates was a distinguished investigator, known largely for work 
which had bridged over into psychology, and further, that the group as 
a whole (especially the biologists) represented a large proportion of those 
in their fields known at the time to be doing such interrelational work, 
a number of conclusions become fairly compelling. It becomes fairly evi- 
dent that those committed to interdisciplinary work are not in general 
combining plural disciplines into single skulls (as the slogan of inter- 
disciplinary training executives would have it) but tend to be crossing 
field boundaries rather adventitiously in the pursuit of problems originat- 
ing in the home territory. One gets little impression of a concern with a 
broader environment of interrelationships which might condition the 
significance of the specific cross-field variables under study. Whether 
this state of affairs is regrettable is not here the issue. What is the issue 
is that we have here an important descriptive fact concerning the status 
of interdisciplinary thinking—one which can give pause to confidence in 
the imminence of sweeping interdisciplinary “integrations” and lend real- 
ism to interdisciplinary training schemes. But more appropriate to the 
immediate purpose, the reader approaching Study II may derive from 
the present finding some useful perspective. Questions of field and dis- 
cipline relationships have been neglected, neglected even by many of 
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The story of our working methods is the story of an atmosphere of 
work. For such tasks as are addressed by the study there are no secret 


was to realize an atmosphere that invited self-determination, freshness, 
spontaneity, and intellectual craftsmanship, 
is already evident, a central awareness of the study was the desir- 
of a more differentiated attack on interrelationship issues than had 
usual, To a large extent the design of the study guarantees this, in 
main basis for bounding topics is the authors’ more or less 
cros-field research interests. But it was hoped that a set 
differentiated questioning could be sharpened by working out a 
breakdown of the types of analytic questions that can be asked 
relations between any two fields of knowledge. These “themes 
l" were among the materials explaining the study that were 
to all authors before their work began, They were offered essentially 
check list of the range of questions that might be asked. 
clear that the themes had no legislative intent, that in the 
they could be responded to selectively or not at all. 

The themes of analysis discriminate a large number of highly specified 
yo. which fall into six categories: (1) “mapping,” in terms of 

variable-constellations 

and 


HERE 


area functional dependencies) and formal relationships; (4) interrela- 
tions of methods, both research and systematic; e e 
and duplications of findings, as between the 


The problem addrewed by such a breakdown is not, of course, the 
ion that has a unique solution. What can be claimed for the breakdown 
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a 
processes having some relatively independent causal influence on organ 
ile fnsoning, ec. n charac à Se oea cis tba 

as defined in any of these ways, one can raise questions of history, 
of present status, or of indicated trend for the future. One can raise 
descriptive questions, or normative ones concerning desirable future satus 
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which—we were quick to point out—“no . . . analyst can hope fully to 
satisfy.” The items were in fact developed and sequenced in such a way 
as to set the terms of something pretty close to an “ideal” analysis, given 
infinite time, intelligence, and indefatigability of soul. Since the relata 
of analysis were sizable fields of knowledge, it was not, of course, expected 
that any given one of the items was susceptible to full answer, let alone 
any marked number of them. It was emphasized in the introduction to 
the outline that the task defined was “in any literal sense, impossible,” 
and that “the condition of psychological knowledge is such that only 
modest increments of insight into issues of the sort here envisaged are 
attainable.” Other escape exits were lushly distributed throughout the 
themes of analysis, and even more so in the letter of invitation and ensu- 
ing correspondence with contributors. Moreover, unlike the practice in 
Study I, where the themes of analysis played a somewhat different role, 
no editorial response to Study II manuscripts was ever directed toward 
increasing, or even encouraging, adherence to the themes. That the 
escape exits were effective is fairly evident from the fact that the archi- 
tecture of the outline is visible in precisely none of the essays. 

The themes did, we think, play pretty much the role expected of 
them. At the most general level, the earnestness of their intent elicited 
earnestness in return. Again, the atmosphere of the themes certainly has 
encouraged intensive analysis—short of which few considerations of inter- 
relationship issues can achieve much more than the circulation of stereo- 
type. And finally, the evidence of the essays argues the probability that a 
wider range of questions, and more highly specified ones, have been asked 
than has characterized the genre of interrelational analyses in the past. 

Did the themes have a “grooving effect”? The evidence says “No,” 
while the range of the themes, and the variety of ways they comprehend 
of looking at the structure of the science, is such that they could hardly 
have constricted thinking. 

But the themes should not detain us. What is important is not the 
questions men can raise but those they do raise, especially the questions 
that most recommend themselves to committed men at the frontiers of 
their fields. Whatever force this study has is gathered from the willingness 
of many such men searchingly to look across these frontiers at approxi- 
mately the same time in history in directions set by their own curiosities. 
The emerging shape of a science is the emerging shape of what such men 
do and of what they see. If there has been anything happy about the 
study’s conduct, this has been its disposition to hem in vision as little 
as possible, to depend on “mechanism” to a minimum, and to employ 
what mechanism it does for liberating ends. 

The atmospheres of the study was the fifty atmospheres of the 
relationships, long-continued ones, with the individual authors. If any 
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generalizations can be made about these, the main thing of note was the 
gallantry and forbearance of those on the productive side of the relation- 
ships. All gave the work their best effort and for most this meant exceed- 
ingly strenuous and long-continued effort. Many—however they ap- 
proached their topic—found that the demands of such structural or 
interrelational problems as they were addressing were rather crueller than 
they had anticipated. Yet they pushed on without complaint. Virtually 
all were issue-centered, amiable, even appreciative, when editorial sug- 
gestions were made, no matter how obsessive the latter. The universal 
quantifier must, we fear, be dropped when it comes to the matter of 
promptness in meeting deadlines. A few men were model, a fair number 
` finished within the secret timetable that most editors perforce sew in the 
lining of their Inverness, but not inconsiderable numbers worked agoniz- 
ingly through their sixth, eighth, and even dozenth deadlines, This may 
sound like the kind of secret to which all editors are privy, but the present 
one doubts that extrapolation from normal editorial experience can give 
a sense of what can happen when there are fifty authors working 
on tasks so challenging as those posed by this study. Whatever the ele- 
ments of anguish in these thoughts, it is by way of further praise of the 
authors that we mention them. For the rather considerable scatter in the 
receipt of manuscripts made it desirable to suggest that those received 
earlier be brought up to date. Of the many men thus penalized for their 
own virtue, almost all gave their uncomplaining cooperation. 

At the editorial end of these fifty relationships, the main con- 
sistency was that such problems as the study was engaging could only be 
advanced by a pluralism of the widest excursion, by an utterly free play 
of the contributors’ sensibilities within the quite general frame of the 
study’s objectives. No goal or analytic direction that an author wished 
to pursue was ever discouraged. Whether the author wished to approach 
his topic via a theoretical or pretheoretical integration of the fields at 
issue, or primarily by empirical survey; whether he wished to stress one 
type of relationship question or many; whether he chose one field of 
secondary reference or several, or indeed, to train attention on the struc- 
ture of the field of primary reference per se—all such matters were en- 
tirely his.own option. Length of manuscript (short of flagrant indecency 
relative to the size of the volumes) was always his option, though we did, 
of course, uniformly express a preference for detailed analysis. In editing 
manuscripts, the editor’s conception of his role was that of putting himself 
at the service of the particular objectives which the contributor had set. 
His suggestions were addressed to such ends as clarity, sound scholarship, 
consistency, occasionally style, and most generally, how best to strengthen 
or develop the author’s argument. 

A few technical injunctions were fairly consistently, though not in- 


20 SISMUND KOCH 


flexibly, asserted. Mention of these may give the reader some useful fore- 
knowledge about the character of the essays. One was that essays be 
written at a level which, though not necessarily nontechnical, would be 
clear to nonspecialized readers. Along with this went a constant concern 
that essays be written in a self-contained way and not lean too heavily on 
mere citations of the literature, especially literature not likely to be 
known to the nonspecialist. A related concern was that authors describe 
in at least a little detail empirical studies on which exposition or argu- 
ment hinged in any important way. Finally, since almost all of the essays 
perform in part the function of a review article, authors were urged to 
prepare generous and careful bibliographies. As a result, whatever utility 
the study may have for handbook purposes—and it is a not inconsider- 
able one—has been maximized. 5 


SOME ANTICIPATIONS 


The value of the essays is in their detail—details of analysis, creative 
thinking, and scholarship, which are best left unblurred by synoptic 
survey or the manufacture of some synthetic pattern. Volume 7, the 
postscript volume of Psychology: A Study of a Science, will consider find- 
ings from various of the essays and even trends suggested by certain 
groupings of them, but with no disposition toward the manufacture of a 
“total pattern.” Here we consider a miscellany of matters which may in 
some measure prepare the reader for navigating among the findings. 

First, a few words about the grouping of the essays into the three 
volumes. The intention of the tripartite bounding is clear enough. Volume 
4 is meant to embrace the essays of the biologists and those psychologists 
whose fields of primary reference are in most intimate contact with the 
biological sciences. Volume 5 demarcates those essays in which the 
primary fields of reference belong more strictly to “psychological psychol- 
ogy”; this does not imply that these areas are unrelated to biological 
science (or social science for that matter), either in principle or as seen 
by the authors of the essays. The final volume is of course meant to com- 
prehend essays in which social psychology is taken as the primary refer- 
ence field and those in which aspects of social science play this role. Here 
again, there is no implication that these fields are independent of the 
other groupings. 

Tf there is an element of arbitrariness in the tripartite-volume break- 
down, there is a greater one in the assignment of certain of the essays to 
given volumes. For instance, of the four essays in which perception is the 
a RE Sr appear in Volume 4; one (Postman’s) in 

a It r that Postman’s treatment of perception 
and learning is any further from biology than, say, Ittelson’s presentation 
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of perception and transactional psychology, but it was appropriate to put 
Postman’s essay in Volume 5 because it forms a natural cluster with the 
essays in which learning is field of primary reference. Again, the essays 
in which personality is field of primary reference (especially Miller’s, 
Sanford’s, Child’s) could have clustered about as well with the essays of 
Volume 6 as they do with those of Volume 5, where they are situated, 
but there were considerations of balancing the size of volumes. Nor, it 
may be added, is it an unrefreshing idea to interrupt the customary wed- 
lock between personality and social psychology and assign one of the 
cowering partners to a volume which will come under the gaze of funda- 
mental psychologists. 

What is mainly to be emphasized re the “packaging” of the essays is 
that the unit of planning was the total study, not the individual volume. 
Indeed, a necessary consequence of the interrelational objectives is that 
the contents of each volume range freely (if with variable bias) over the 
entire breadth of psychology and related sciences. The fields of secondary 
reference were, it will be recalled, taken in any directions the authors 
wished to pursue. Thus, for instance, the geneticists David and Snyder 
(Volume 4) look toward personality, abnormal psychology, and indi- 
vidual differences, among other directions. The physiological psycholo- 
gists Diamond and Chow (Volume 4) look largely toward learning. An 
essay by the anthropologist A. Irving Hallowell (Volume 6) is as firmly 
rooted in biological science as any of the papers in Volume 4. Another 
anthropologist, David French (Volume 6) looks toward perception and 
cognition. Donald T. Campbell (Volume 6), with social psychology as 
field of primary reference, pursues relationships with learning, perception, 
and certain developments in the neurological area. Psychology as a whole 
is inescapable in each of these volumes and the purity of the reader’s 
specialism is nowhere without risk of violation. 


The fact that fields of secondary reference were spontaneously chosen 
by the authors affords an instructive opportunity to gauge—from the 
distribution of choices—the directions in which bridging interests are 
going in the field at large. Though we do not argue that as the study 
goes, so goes the science, it is hardly likely that the choices of a group 
of authors so large, so influential, and so varied in field of primary 
affiliation would not, in some appreciable degree, be diagnostic of the 
general situation. In this connection, one of the most impressive general 
findings of the study is the convergence of bridging interests toward 
perception. Every author who took learning as field of primary reference 
(Guttman, Lawrence, Leeper, and Schoenfeld and Cumming in Volume 
5) chose to consider relations with perception. One author, Postman 
(also in Volume 5), who was expected to take learning as his field of 
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primary reference decided instead to put perception in its place and 
transpose learning to the secondary field. And the choice of perception 
as the main, or one of the main, fields of secondary reference by authors 
representing areas as diverse as neurophysiology, physiological psychology, 
sensory psychology, personality, human engineering, social psychology, 
anthropology, and linguistics will not of course escape the reader’s notice. 
That the last several years have seen a quickening of interest in percep- 
tion is evident from the general literature. What this study suggests is 
that perception is by way of becoming the “basic” field of psychological 
interest and the foundation field of its conceptualizations—indeed, that 
it has by now almost certainly supplanted learning in these respects. 

An interesting by-product of the concentration of author interest on 
perception is that the reader can look forward to what amounts to a 
virtual subanthology on the topic of extending learning and behavior 
theories to this empirical domain. This is not only Postman’s, Guttman’s, 
Lawrence’s, and Schoenfeld and Cumming’s major theme, but it is con- 
spicuously addressed also by Graham and Ratoosh, Ratliff, and Attneave 
(Volume 4), and Campbell and Osgood (Volume 6), and, in rather 
different spirit, by Zener and Gaffron, and Ittelson (Volume 4), and 
Leeper (Volume 5). Such a subanthology should have for the reader 
not only the drama of timeliness, but more substantial values. After all, 
agreement now seems general that among the things a psychologist can- 
not avoid coming to terms with are the problems and phenomena of 
perception. Moreover, no psychologist, especially if he be an American 
one, can avoid coming to terms with behaviorism. And the distinctive 
mark of the present phase of behaviorism—the “neo-neobehaviorism” 
that began to emerge in the early fifties—is in fact the concern with per- 
ceptual, and more generally, central process. It is well, then, that the 
particular intersection of theoretical and problematic interests at issue be 
viewed with utmost care and from many angles. It is well, also, that it 
be viewed both in celebrant mood (there is much to celebrate at the 
return of the repressed) and critically. Precisely such viewing is afforded 
by the study, though, because of the fortuities of representation, the vol- 
ume of celebration exceeds that of the criticism. To compensate for this 
imbalance, may the editor suggest that such critical consideration of the 
rationale of behavioristic analyses of perception as exemplified, say, in 


the methodological section of the Zener-Gaffron paper, be gi ial 
attention by the reader. paper, be given especia 


Turning now to the individual papers, the happiest generalization 
that can be made is that few can be made. The papers are widely varied 
in character but each in its own way realizes such qualities as we have 
seen to be definitive of the study’s atmosphere. Some of them give pri- 
mary emphasis to theoretical ideas intended to integrate or reveal the 
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relatedness of discrete fields; others give the main concern to tracing 
cross-field relations among empirical variables. Some of the analyses are 
process-centered, some focus on the organization of extant clusters of 
knowledge, others are method-centered. Some papers accent emerging 
substantive and formal relationships as between fields at different levels 
of analysis; others focus on interstitial problems upon which a plurality 
of fields may bear in complementary fashion; still others concentrate on 
the structure of single large areas (e.g., personality) on the assumption 
that extrafield relations will be most naturally revealed when structure 
lines are drawn with sufficient fineness. Some of the papers approach 
their topics historically; others in terms of current status, or indeed, sub 
species aeternitatis. Some of the essays adopt the strategy of detailed 
analysis of “samples” of the literature in the areas under consideration ; 
others are developed in a somewhat less Baconian fashion. In each, a man 
is speaking for himself, addressing his own problems in his own accents. 

Though length and scope of the essays vary, even the shorter of them 
do not frustrate the hope for detailed and sustained analysis. That the 
essays raise far more differentiated structural and interrelational questions 
than has been customary in discussions of this sort is obvious. That such 
differentiated inquiry is important to our science and should be among 
its continuing responsibilities is made plain, if only from the complexities, 
the sometimes unsuspected moot alternatives, that emerge when specific 
questioning is pursued. Readers, say, of Volume 4, will find any of the 
textbook slogans concerning the “nature” or “role” of physiological psy- 
chology they may bring with them evaporating into a degree of triviality 
worse than emptiness before completing a few dozen pages. And, taking 
the study as a whole, similar claims might be made with respect to the 
time-worn textbook slogans concerning relations between perception and 
motivation, personality and perception, motivation and learning, social 
psychology and psychology, given social sciences and psychology, applied 
and pure psychology, etc. 

Perhaps the major dimension of variation in authors’ conceptions of 
their tasks had to do with whether they aimed primarily toward a 
theoretical integration of the fields comprising the relata of analysis, or 
a systematically more neutral survey of empirical structure or relations. 
This, it should be noted, is no simple continuum—especially if it be 
recognized that even the grouping of empirical variables local to specific 
studies into more general classes is a theory-like process. And, of course, 
there is no metric for the “degree of the theoretical,” or decision rule 
which neatly separates “theory” and “pretheory.” Whatever continuum 
such qualifications permit to exist is populated in virtually every seg- 
ment by the essays of the present study. 

Closest to that extreme which marks empirical survey as the method 
of preference are Lambert’s paper on social psychology (Volume 6) and 
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Davis’ on physiological psychology (Volume 4). Both of these men make 
an intensive effort to explore the structure and associations of their fields 
by reconstructing from characteristic samples of the relevant literature 
the chief empirical variable-classes that have set the terms of research. 
Comparable to such an approach are those parts of Rosner’s essay on 
psychophysics and neurophysiology (Volume 4) in which he seeks to 
reconstruct the chief empirical and systematic variables characteristic of 
both fields of reference. Other articles, which focus primarily (but cer- 
tainly not exclusively) on empirical interrelations, may be exemplified by 
David and Snyder's discussion of psychology and genetics, Diamond and 
Chow’s of biological psychology (Volume 4) ; Berlyne’s essay on explora- 
tory behavior, Taylor's and Fitts’ on human engineering (Volume 5); 
Sherif’s essay on social psychology, French’s and the Spindlers’ essays on 
the relations between psychology and anthropology, Katona’s on rela- 
tions with economics (Volume 6). 
By far the most typical approach is one which gives approximately 
equal weight to theoretical analysis and empirical survey. Good examples 
might be as follows: Volume 4—Rosner’s paper (taken as a whole), 
Ratliff on joint relations of physics, physiology, and psychology for vision, 
Graham and Ratoosh on sensory psychology and perception, Livingston 
on psychology and neurophysiology, von Bonin on neuroanatomy and 
psychology, Zener and Gaffron on perception, Ittelson on perception and 
transactional psychology; Volume 5—Postman on perception and learn- 
ing, Hilgard on motivation and learning, Leeper on learning, perception, 
and personality, Sanford on personality, Child on personality in relation 
to anthropology and sociology; Volume 6—Osgood on psycholinguistics, 
Inkeles on sociology and psychology, Hallowell on personality, culture, 
and society in behavioral evolution, Lane on political science and psy- 
chology, Simon on economics and psychology. 
Finally, we have essays which in high (but varying) degree stress 
theoretical modes of analysis. Among the purest cases—though none are 
uncontaminated with the empirical—are Attneave’s consideration of 
perception and related areas (Volume 4); Lawrence on learning and 
perception, Schoenfeld and Cumming on behavior and perception, and 
Miller on social aspects of motivation (Volume 5); Campbell on social 
attitudes and acquired behavioral dispositions, and Arrow on utility in 
economic behavior (Volume 6). 
7 It is to be emphasized that both theoretical and (relatively speaking) 

theoretically neutral” modes of analysis have their place in considering 
problems of field structure and relationships. “Theoretical integration” 
impresses one as the mode par excellence—especially if the analysis can 
disclose meaningful relations between fields, or parts thereof, which pre- 
viously seemed discrete. But if it be the most dashing mode, it is not 
always feasible; still less often is it the mode of choice in the present state 
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of the science. There are stages before theoretical integration (in any 
strong sense of “theory”) is possible, at which analysis of cross-field rela- 
tions at relatively empirical levels is a necessary condition to meaningful 
theoretical advance. 

From the typing of the essays just offered, it should be clear that there 
are important continuities between Study I and Study II. In Study I, 
the unit of analysis was the individual theory (“systematic formulation,” 
in our preferred‘phrase) ; in Study II, it is the research area(s). The body 
psychological being finite, these disparate cuts will overlap. Almost every 
essay of Study II makes reference—usually extensive reference—to 
theoretical materials, and some develop theoretical ideas in a focal way. 
Contrariwise, few of the analyses of Study I neglect considering the bear- 
ing of the systematic formulation at issue on a plurality of empirical 
domains, and thus on cross-field relations. Efficient use of the series re- 
quires that the reader keep in mind this complementarity of the two 
studies. With respect to either of the major types of question posed by 
the different studies, both taken together will give far fuller and better- 
balanced coverage than will the study of primary relevance per se. 


In an earlier part of this introduction, it was indicated that though 
the conventionalized field distinctions are in many ways adventitious and 
arbitrary, certain of them derive historically from analyses which in some 
sense were considered ontologically significant. To put this in the most 
vulgarly direct terms, there was a time when perception or learning or 
motivation or emotion was unembarrassedly considered as in the first 
instance a real part-process (not, of course, an independent or self-sub- 
sistent one) within the process flux mediating real actions and even real 
experiences of a real organism in a real world. As the present century 
progressed, such uncouth ontologizing was displaced by the sophisticated 
and hygienic imagery of variables and functions, data languages and 
construct languages, along with the presumption that only fools could 
find the confines of the linguacentric predicament chafing. During this 
nominalist and conventionalist deflection in the recent history of our 
epistemology, it became almost a matter of course to ask questions not 
about subject matter, but about collectivities of sentences that the “litera- 
ture” had deposited concerning subject matter. Or perhaps one did ask 
first-order questions, but the object of inquiry was so filmy and assump- 
tional—so much a fiction based on an illegitimate inference—that one 
did not much care what questions. 

Against this background, it is most refreshing to note in the present 
study a tendency to take process, and more generally, the objects of 
psychological knowledge seriously. In discussing field structure or inter- 
relations, most of our authors are not merely revising or creating filing 
systems for indifferent units of knowledge, but are in fact looking beyond 
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the bits and pieces of research that have emerged in the academic work- 
shop toward a psychological universe to which research must be adequate. 
That universe is once more acknowledged, and desire to render it intel- 
ligible seems burgeoning. Such changes are not evident in all essays in the 
same degree, but in some degree they are evident in all. 

This new serious concern with process is perhaps most evident in 
Volume 4. By and large, the physiological psychologists represented in 
this study seem to have a compelling feeling that the brain (and to some 
extent the rest of the organism) is there. Our three biologists express this 
feeling perhaps even more uninhibitedly (some going so far as to specu- 
late about the relation between brain and mind, brain and consciousness, 
mind and body), but for biologists who always were “naive,” this is no 
departure. A similar concern for process, however, can be seen in many 
ways among the other contributors, the more strictly “psychological” 
psychologists. There is, for instance, virtually not a single empty-organism 
position expressed in the study: Learning theorists and even personality 
and social psychologists all not only acknowledge the organism in some 
general way, but often lean rather heavily on the recent advances in the 
neurological and neurophysiological disciplines. Again, the already noted 
interest in perception on the part of S-R and learning theorists seems an- 
other acknowledgement that a universe of actual problems exists. 

Important among the developments here at issue is the tendency of 
not a few of the authors to approach their topics not first and foremost 
in terms of the exploration or realignment of extant bodies of knowledge, 
but in what might be characterized as “process-centered” terms. Thus, 
for instance, Zener and Gaffron (Volume 4) ask as their main question: 
What specifically is perception as a process phase in the economy of the 
organism—an organism which experiences in a significant sense, which 
acts, and ‚which does both relative to a world and to itself? This is an 
ancient ‚kind of question but one which we have too long been too 

sophisticated” to re-raise. In raising it anew, the authors are led to cer- 
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The authors of Study II—as of Study I—are not merely recording 
history; they are extending history. Analysis of the shape and relational 
texture of knowledge as conceived by the study is not “mere” analysis. To 
see knowledge in new ways, to test the knowledge in a field against the 
objects of that field, to realign knowledge, is to create new knowledge. 
Those already acquainted in any degree with Psychology: A Study of a 
Science will know that one of its fondest aims has been to advance a con- 
ception of analysis which sees it as a joint analytico-creative task. This 
objective is well realized by the essays of Study II. 

Few of the authors were left unchanged by the practice of such 
analysis: for the reader this means that he can expect something fresh 
in virtually every essay. In the course of their analyses, many of the 
authors make important theoretical and methodological contributions 
which had not before seen the light of day. Examples are to be seen in 
the papers by Rosner, Rosenblith and Vidale, Zener and Gaffron, At- 
tneave (Volume 4); Guttman, Lawrence, Schoenfeld and Cumming, 
Leeper, Miller (Volume 5); Campbell, Hallowell, and Lane (Volume 
6). In other cases, positions previously established are significantly ex- 
tended or brought to bear on new ranges of subject matter. Conspicuous 
examples are the papers of Pfaffmann and of Graham and Ratoosh 
(Volume 4); Postman, Berlyne, Child, Rodnick (Volume 5); Sherif, 
Osgood, Inkeles, Katona, and Arrow (Volume 6). In still other cases, 
we get an essentially new way of viewing the content and organization of 
an interstitial area: e.g., the papers of Pribram and Davis (Volume 4) ; 
of Sanford and of Rotter (Volume 5); of Lambert, French, and Simon 
(Volume 6). Again, certain of the papers are unique in that they address 
interrelational topics which have never before been considered in any 
direct or extensive way: cases in point are Ratliff’s consideration of 
physics, physiology (especially single-receptor physiology), and psychol- 
ogy relative to vision (Volume 4) ; the extended discussions in Volume 5 
of the relations between human engineering and general psychology by 
Taylor and by Fitts; the evolutionary consideration of relations among 
personality, culture, and society in the mode of Hallowell, or the 
Spindlers’ consideration of the specific problems of culture change in rela- 
tion to psychology (Volume 6). These sources of creative novelty are 
not, of course, mutually exclusive: many, indeed most, of the papers 
present them in combination. 


In these paragraphs we have been trying to anticipate certain of the 
qualities of the findings, yet protect the reader's freshness of vision by not 
constructing trends upon the findings. In minor violation of this restraint, 
may we raise an issue which the reader very probably already has in 
mind. What of psychology’s current classification of “fields” (i.e., fields 
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as defined at the level of generality of perception, learning, and the other 
“primary” reference areas of this study)? Does the study suggest some 
new and super-rational breakdown—a comfortable and tidy geography 
in which everything will find its place? 

The study does not. Indeed, the study would tend to suggest that the 
perennial and poignant thirst of psychologists for a set of new-fangled 
field breakdowns is doomed to perennial and poignant frustration. The 
editor doubts that the findings of this study are a necessary condition to 
the verdict, but they are certainly confirmatory. 

Field names are labels, variably applied, to what is seen by men as 
related clusters of inquiry. The flux of history, the variability of indi- 
vidual vision, and the unsystematic variety of senses in which a field 
itself can be defined, inevitably makes these labels highly ambiguous. 
Different men will—and should—continue to see fields differently rela- 
tive to their own systematic beliefs and options. 

Any new classification arrived at must be an organization dictated by 
the terms of some systematic view or theory. Until a “theory” sufficiently 
compelling to command general acceptance comes along, there can be 
no breakdown of fields any more serviceable than the present one. A 
theory of the requisite scope, analytic power, and adequacy to warrant 
any extensive realignment of fields is not exactly imminent and, indeed, 
may be unachievable in principle. 

Whatever the degree of theoretical integration psychology ultimately 
achieves, it is well to recognize that certain of the fields currently 
demarcated cut into events from different incidences—incidences dictated 
by different universes of discourse. Different universes of discourse are 
not necessarily different “levels” ; they can be just different—unsystemati- 
cally so. This lugubrious circumstance is, we think, made evident, ex- 
plicitly or implicitly, in many of the essays in these volumes. Given prob- 
lematic ends in view—in life as in science—are often incommensurable; 
they require incommensurable concepts, methods, and will inevitably 
beget incommensurable answers. Much of what is comprehended, say, 
in social psychology, personality, or psychopathology, will probably not 
fall into the grain of any single conceptual language that might unite, 
Say, aspects of sensory psychology, perception, and learning. Psychology 
will progress more rapidly toward whatever “rationality” of organization 
or conceptual integration may be possible, if such framework limits are 
clearly acknowledged and understood. 

There are other (and not unrelated) expectations which, when 
carried into investigations of the shape and texture of knowledge, can 
work toward a trivial, if not illusory, outcome. An obvious one is the as- 
sumption that there are necessarily vast submerged riches in our attained 
backlog of research which, if only extracted by some felicitous culling, 
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could lift us to a new level of knowledge. About such a hope we need 
perspective. There may indeed be in the history of our science hidden 
leads—even findings—of great value. But the history of our science also 
tells us that only a narrow and adventitiously chosen range of questions 
has been asked. This is not to our discredit. After all, we have had the 
courage to address a subject matter having the most awesome amplitude 
of any in the history of institutionalized knowledge-seeking. 

The realistic likelihood is that the truly important advances in our 
science will come from new knowledge, based on new problematic sen- 
sitivities, and new ways of addressing questions. To this, a necessary con- 
dition is ceaselessly to look at past knowledge in a way at once faithful 
yet unconstrained, critical yet creative—by constant attention, that is, to 
some such questions of structure and relationship as have been raised in 
the present study. It is this consideration which defines the significance of 
the pursuits posed by Study II. The best use that the reader can make of 
the study is to approach it for such an end. 

Recently the editor has had occasion to indulge his penchant for 
neologism by discriminating a syndrome called “ameaningful thinking.” 
Ameaningful thought or inquiry “regards knowledge as the result of 
‘processing’ rather than discovery; it presumes that knowledge is an 
almost automatic result of a gimmickry, an assembly line, a ‘methodol- 
ogy’; it assumes that inquiring behavior is so rigidly and fully regulated 
by rule, that in its conception of inquiry it sometimes allows the rules 
totally to displace their human users. Presuming as it does that knowledge 
is ‘generated’ by processing, its conception of knowledge is fictionalistic, 
conventionalistic, ‘a-ontological.’ So strongly does it see knowledge under 
such aspects that it sometimes seems to suppose that the object of inquiry 
is an ungainly and annoying irrelevance, that knowledge can be created 
by fiat.” 

Ameaningful thinking is a specific yet highly complex syndrome, 
which requires far more subtle and extended description than can be 
given here. But psychologists will already have noted that such a trend 
is pervasive in the culture at large and, if they be heroically honest, that 
it is not unknown in the recent history of that subculture formed by 
“psychology.” Perhaps the most direct and telling way to convey the 
special hope of a study like the present one is that it might serve, however 
modestly, as a counterforce to ameaning in our science. The tendency in 
past decades to raise questions concerning the shape of knowledge only 
intermittently and halfheartedly can be seen as related to an ameaningful 
habit of inquiry. For, in considering questions of structure and relation- 
ship, what are we doing other than setting local inquiry into a broader 
environment of meanings? And what can we be doing as inquirers if we 
do not at least try to do that? 


SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY: PROBLEMS AND 
TRENDS IN INTERDISCIPLINARY 
RELATIONSHIPS’ MUZAFER SHERIF 


Institute of Group Relations 
University of Oklahoma 


aaien, oa ER ir Bela eee a glee ral cali ea S 
Social Psychology and Interdisciplinary Efforts . . . . . . . . . 3 
Developments in Defining Social Berckolev tae ft, 32 
A Definition of Social Psychology . . . ~ . . . 3 
RER ET a a ge PTET gy 
Dihersroıviduals asıstumul nr en go 
Groups as stimulus situations . . . 2 | |, en. 37 
Collective interaction situations . 2 22203 
Parts of material culture as stimulus situations . . . . . 22240 
Items of nonmaterial culture as stimulus situations . eee. 4 
Some Problems of Interdisciplinary Approaches . . . . . | , |, 44 
Cross-disciplinary checking . . . . 2 | | | eee ee 45 
Sequenceof analysis... 0 0. ees cc AG 
Social Psychology Is Still in a Formative SEK” I ao iy er re Railay 
Some Persistent Problems of Interdisciplinary Interest . . . . . . , 51 
Rumi cronies le GU apy ban Qua ane een Si 
Reference groups . . S 00.0, eam eres ~ 56 
Individual-society relationship . . . | ay Occ eet 57 
Concept of ego (self) 2 5 2 |, it, baden riro Si A: 
“Culture and personality” approach to the Pranie meee fee ot N 65 
Some Converging Trends in Social Esychology tee meer a le d gg 
Studying behavior as product of interrelated external and internal influ- 
ae idee ne OE bat tered fe GAS = gy 


* Carolyn W. Sherif, Research Associate, Institute of Group Relations, collab- 
orated in writing this chapter, B. J. White, now of the University of Utah, W. R. 
Hood, now of Texas A. & I. College, and Lawrence La Fave, now of the Depart- 
ment of Research and Statistics, Cook County Department of Public Aid, Chicago, 
were on the staff of the Institute of Group Relations, University of Oklahoma, at 
the time this study was made and assisted in surveying literature. 


30 


Social Psychology: Problems and Trends 31 


Checks against effects of ethnocentrism. . . 2 - s - +» + nn 72 
Increased use of scientific methods and techniques . . . . . - + 75 

References; 1) 1 ARE: UD. (ifs) Gaye) mn 4 See ee ek 
INTRODUCTION 


The topic of social psychology in relation to cognate social disciplines 
is so broad that it is necessary to delimit the task undertaken here at 
the outset. The first task of this chapter will be to define social psy- 
chology. This definition will point to the distinctive concepts of social 
psychology vis-a-vis the concepts of other social disciplines. The units 
of analysis implied in the definition have direct bearing on effective 
interdisciplinary efforts. Then the present formative state of social psy- 
chology will be discussed. 

Following this general discussion, a few illustrative topics which have 
preoccupied social psychologists, sociologists, and cultural anthropolo- 
gists alike will be summarized. Both divergence and convergence will be 
noted, 

Finally, general trends of convergence in social psychology that ap- 
pear to be most promising will be presented briefly. Interdisciplinary 
contributions to these developing trends will be indicated. 


SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND INTERDISCIPLINARY EFFORTS 


Interdisciplinary attacks on problem areas of mutual concern to 
sociologists, cultural anthropologists, and psychologists date at least 
to the turn of this century [90, p. 173]. During the twenties and es- 
pecially the thirties, collaboration by these disciplines was encouraged 
by institutionalization and financial support [132, 274]. Since World 
War II, interdisciplinary conferences, large-scale interdisciplinary re- 
search projects supported by government, business, or foundations, and 
even interdisciplinary academic units have become commonplace. Today 
social psychologists have more and more traffic with sociologists and 
anthropologists, as well as with psychiatrists, social workers, and others 
in applied fields of endeavor. 

It is not always clear to participants in interdisciplinary efforts what 
distinguishes the various disciplines other than preferences for distinctive 
terminology. Certainly the topics of interest do not serve as a clear-cut 
basis. Yet it is precisely when social psychologists attempt interdisciplinary 
collaboration that a clear conception of their discipline becomes most 
essential. 

What distinguishes social psychology from cognate social disciplines? 
What are its appropriate and most productive relations with sociology 
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and anthropology? An answer to the first question implies at least the 
directions that the second will take. Accordingly our first task is to arrive 
at an adequate characterization of social psychology. 


DEVELOPMENTS IN DEFINING SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 


In 1908 two books on social psychology appeared, the earliest formal 
textbooks in the field. One author, the sociologist Edward A. Ross [207], 
set social psychology squarely upon the study of collective behavior. The 
psychologist William McDougall [163] conceived with equal vigor a 
social psychology focused on the individual as the main determinant of 
social life. 

In social psychology, it seems, the textbook has probably been the 
most frequent and influential vehicle for systematic efforts, Although 
formal definitions do not impart the full viewpoint and contents, sub- 
stantial differences in definition usually reflect variations in both. Follow- 
ing social psychology’s double debut, some 15 texts accumulated by 
1930. The definitions differed considerably. We find social psychology 
defined as “the science of the motives of people living in social relations” 
[270]; as “the science which studies the behavior of the individual in 
so far as his behavior stimulates other individuals, or is itself a reaction 
to their behavior” [1]; as “essentially group psychology” [59]; as “the 
study of the individual as he develops cultural behavior equipment” 
[117]; as dealing “with those human characteristics that make political 
life inevitable” [175]. 

Under the circumstances it was not surprising that social psychology 
became chary in committing itself. Thus, Cottrell and Gallagher stated 
that “one of the most clearly marked trends in social psychology” during 
the subsequent decade (1930-1940) “has been the consistent refusal by 
rae ee, to define and limit their subject with any exactness” 

pro], 

Since 1940, over 20 textbooks on social psychology have been 
published in the United States, excluding readings and handbooks. Dif- 
ferences in formal definition persist, along with variations in content 
[10, 57, 136, 196]. However, since 1940, definitions in texts tend to 
cluster around a few points of emphasis rather than many, All include 
the terms “individual” or “behavior” (referring to an individual) in 
contrast to its neglect in some carlier definitions. Most authors [e.g-, 
94, 130, 184, 211, 273] include the term “interaction” either in formal 
definition or subsequent elaboration. 

About one-third of the definitions since 1940 specifically mention 
groups and social institutions as principal stimulating influences in social 
psychology [e.g., 29, 65, 140, 153]. Approximately another third do 
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not mention groups in formal definition, but treat groups in the text 
[e.g., 184, 196]. Only about a fifth of the formal definitions designate 
stimulating conditions broadly enough to include other individuals, 
groups, institutions, and other cultural and technological products [e.g., 
10, 26, 222], although most authors do include many, if not all, of 
these as social-stimulus conditions in their texts. 


A DEFINITION OF SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 


Taking account of the converging definitions of our discipline, an 
adequate characterization of social psychology includes the conception 
that it is an integral part of psychology (otherwise the designation “social 
psychology” has very little meaning). The characterization must also 
indicate that its specialization is social. 

If psychological notions were ancillary to analysis of social organiza- 
tion and its cultural products, the area could be designated “psychological 
sociology” or “psychological ethnology,” as the case might be. In stating 
that the individual is the unit of analysis in social psychology, there is no 
implication that psychology is more central or more established than 
other disciplines. The insistence here is on clarification of the appropriate 
level of analysis in social psychology and hence the nature of its con- 
ceptual tools. Its concepts or “principles” need not bear the trademark 
of any of today’s competing schools of psychology. I refer to concepts 
and generalizations that have been or will be established on the basis 
of demonstrated validity, regardless of special preferences of any school. 
Admittedly a rounded psychology is far from accomplished fact, especially 
in areas of closest concern to man’s social relations—motivation, learn- 
ing, conceptual functioning, and other processes traditionally termed 
“higher mental processes” [cf. 133]. 

It seems to me that the following definition satisfies the above re- 
quirements and offers a clear basis for fruitful give and take with the 
social sciences: Social psychology is the scientific study of the experience 
and behavior of individuals in relation to social-stimulus situations. 

Consideration of the main terms of this definition will provide 
smoother passage to problems of social psychology—social science rela- 
tionships. Social psychology is termed a “scientific study” to stress the 
fact that its empirical data are obtained through reproducible and ver- 
ifiable procedures and that it aims at achieving a consistent and com- 
municable set of concepts and definitions, so that any hypothesis or 
generalization advanced can be tested by anyone with adequate training. 

As noted above, the concepts of social psychology are necessarily in 
terms of “experience and behavior of the individual,” that is, his judging, 
perceiving, imaging, learning, remembering, thinking, behaving, or act- 
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ing. It is the individual who judges, discriminates, perceives, learns, re- 
members, and thinks. The unit of analysis in social psychology, as in all 
psychology, is the individual, whether he is alone, participating in 
interpersonal, in-group, or intergroup relations, or acting in the frenzy 
of a mob situation. 

The psychological activity of the individual, from simplest judgment 
through more complex activities of problem solving and thinking in 
social situations, is not solely an outcome of external-stimulus agents 
(social or nonsocial), nor is it an outcome solely of internal impulses 
(motives, attitudes, ego-involvements). Ordinarily, psychological activity 
(perception, learning, memory, and so on) is a product of interrelated 
factors coming both from the external field of stimulation and from 
internal influences. 

Therefore, it becomes meaningless to take sides as culture-group 
(environment) determinists or as “instinct,” “need,” or individual 
determinists. For this reason, the definition of social psychology stated 
that experience and behavior are studied “in relation to” social-stimulus 
situations, rather than “as determined by” social-stimulus situations, The 
direction of influences linking individual and social setting is not one 
way, but reciprocal. 


Social-stimulus Situations 


Now we come to the final words in the definition, namely, “social- 
stimulus situations.” Here I use “stimulus situations” as a generic term 
for factors which at a given time are external to the individual, the 
skin being the usual limit for externality. Although the ambiguity of the 
word “stimulus” increases by the year, a distinction between internal and 
external factors is analytically necessary in social psychology, particularly 
in dealing with problems of socialization and conformity. Of course, 
certain external objects may become internal through swallowing or sub- 
cutaneous insult; but extraceptive, introceptive, and proprioceptive im- 
pulses can be designated as such without using the stimulus symbol. 
Conceiving stimulus situations as external to the individual, it seems to 
me that sound conceptions of the properties of social-stimulus situations 
will go a long way toward building a social psychology commensurate 
with the activities of the individual in the actualities of his social setting. 
Furthermore, it will provide guideposts for delimiting the focus of social 
psychology vis-à-vis cognate social disciplines and an explicit rationale 
for their interdisciplinary relationship. 

For that matter, the general problem of stimulus properties is one 
of the basic problems for all psychology. Until fairly recently, highly 
influential behavioristic schools of psychology made no systematic issue 
of the properties of stimulus objects and situations confronting the in- 


Social Psychology: Problems and Trends 35 


dividual. This neglect almost amounted to assuming that cues or stimuli 
had absolute values for the reacting individual, irrespective of the rela- 
tions of the stimuli in the particular conditions. It was sometimes as- 
sumed that only a designated set of elements, and not others surrounding 
them, were stimulating agents. 

A description of the above state of affairs was recently made by 
Melton: 


Finally, I wish to mention a specific characteristic of our contemporary 
S-R theory that, it seems to me, must be overcome if progress is to be made. 
I refer to the assumption throughout much theory and experimentation, 
especially on the simpler forms of learning in the rat and in human condi- 
tioning, that the stimulus is a simple punctiform affair, something that can 
be dealt with as though it occurred without context, as though it were the 
stimulation of a single receptor. This comment is certainly not new. It has 
been made by the critics of S-R theories of behavior since the first such the- 
ory was formulated. But it is also one to which some dominant S-R theories 
have not adjusted adaptively. We have had Hull’s principle of afferent neu- 
ral interaction stated, but nothing much has been done about it either exper- 
imentally or through revision of theory. [169, p. 281]. 


The conception of stimulus situation that has functional significance 
in social psychology deals with objects and situations in their contextual 
relationships. Writers in the social sciences have consistently stressed 
the desirability of conceptualizing the social field in such terms. For ex- 
ample, sociologists like Durkheim [61] and W. I. Thomas [246] and 
social philosophers like George H. Mead [168] were groping in this 
direction, each in his way. 

In the experimental work of gestalt psychologists and of psychologists 
investigating judgment, it became evident that relations among various 
items, even in simple judgment and perception situations, are as im- 
portant as the component items themselves. The psychological significance 
of any item cannot be determined independently of others which con- 
stitute a functional system, variously called a “whole” or a “reference 
scale” as the case might be [134, 135, 259, 265, 266]. 

Emphasis on the relationships of parts within patterned wholes be- 
comes indispensable in characterization of social-stimulus situations for 
purposes of social-psychological analysis. The individual experiences and 
reacts to social objects, persons, groups, cultural items (furniture, tools, 
words, music, and so on) in terms of meaningful relations prevailing 
in the characteristic patterning of these stimulus agents. It has been 
demonstrated that experience of meaning of social stimuli is prior to 
singling out particular elements or associations [37, 252]. There is a psy- 
chological basis, therefore, for approaching social-stimulus situations on a 
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meaningful level, in terms of their patterning and properties studied by 
social science. 

In writing social psychology books, some authors centered upon 
interpersonal relations as the primary concern of social psychology, to the 
neglect of social structures within which interpersonal relations ordinarily 
function. Naturally, students of culture found little of relevance to their 
work. Other authors elaborated on social groups and organizations to 
the neglect of interpersonal relations. Some authors were fixated on 
culture and its effects. The products offered as social psychology with 
primary emphasis on a single variety of social-stimulus situations re- 
sembled the well-known descriptions of the elephant examined by the 
blind men, as Sargent has noted [211, chap. 1]. To be sure, experience 
and behavior do not follow altogether different principles in different 
stimulus situations. However, the validity of such basic principles can be 
established only by testing them in the gamut of stimulus situations, from 
interpersonal to intergroup and cultural. 

Recognizing the importance of the properties and varieties of social- 
stimulus situations, a social psychologist is confronted with some dis- 
tinctions which were historically important in the development of social 
science and which still survive in the claims of some sociologists and 
cultural anthropologists. Traditionally, those investigators called “an- 
thropologists” were concerned with cultures and peoples who were con- 
sidered distant, primitive, bizarre, and esoteric. On the whole, sociologists 
traditionally dealt with contemporary societies. Because of their respective 
historical developments and preoccupations, an assumption arose that 
anthropology is primarily concerned with the study of culture and 
sociology with society or social systems. 

When we examine representative studies of a given people, we find 
that they could be presented either as sociology or as anthropology if we 
did not know that the author calls himself a sociologist or anthropologist. 
One of the anthropologist’s interests has been kinship systems. Is not the 
study of kinship exactly a study in social organization? Durkheim’s anal- 
ysis of religious forms [60] is claimed both by sociologists and anthropolo- 
gists. The Lynds’ Middletown study [160] or the Yankee City studies by 
Warner and his associates [e.g., 262] can be classified with equal justi- 
fication as sociology or anthropology. Both sociology and anthropology 
are concerned with social structure or systems and with their cultural 
products (value systems, institutions, etc.). Cultural products such as 
values or norms are products of a group. The set of norms pertaining to 
status and role arrangements in the groups is at least partly accountable 
for the perpetuation of its social system or organization. Such considera- 
tions raise a question as to the usefulness of categorizing these aspects of 
the situation in which a person (“actor”) is behaving as (1) “non-social, 
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that is, physical objects or accumulated cultural resources, or (2) social 
objects, that is, individual actors and collectivities” [190, p. 5, cf. Kluck- 
hohn’s comment, pp. 26-27]. 

Following the above rationale, we may list the varieties of social- 
stimulus situations in the following general categories: 


1. Other people 
a. Other individuals—represented in interpersonal relations 
b. Groups—represented in the individual’s (a) intragroup (in-group) 
relations and (b) intergroup relations 
c. Collective interaction situations—represented by fluid and critical 
situations which need not be identical with in-group or intergroup 
relations of more stable times 
2. Cultural products: products of human interaction in the past or 
present 
a. Material culture 
b. Nonmaterial culture 


Needless to say, the varieties of social-stimulus situations listed above 
are not mutually exclusive. At times, the individual is confronted with 
representatives of all of them on a single occasion. For example, a 
wedding ceremony, a political convention, or a protest rally may involve 
most of them. I shall comment on each variety. A more extensive dis- 
cussion of each variety is available [228, pp- 11-28]. 

Other individuals as stimuli. To be sure, interpersonal relations in 
which two or more individuals serve as stimuli for each other are ex- 
amples par excellence of day-to-day social interactions. The motivational 
claims of individuals are in relation to one another (for bodily care, for 
companionship, for a sense of belongingness, for proving one’s worth, 
for recognition, for love, and so on). Development of one’s notion of 
himself as a human individual is unthinkable apart from his relations 
with other individuals. However, ordinarily, reciprocal personal ex- 
pectations as friends, as companions, as parent and offspring, as husband 
and wife, as sweethearts, as business partners, as employer and employee, 
and even as equals in given capacities take place within more or less 
stabilized organizational patterns and sets of values (norms) of a given 
sociocultural setting. 

Groups as stimulus situations. As a stimulus situation for an in- 
dividual, a group (e.g a clique, gang, club, or labor or management 
organization) has unmistakable structural properties. These structural 
properties are represented by a particular pattern of status and role 
relations which is reflected even in the intimacy of interpersonal contacts 
of the individual members. It is the implications of these structural prop- 
erties for the reciprocal expectations and behaviors of individual members 
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that brought the study of groups irrevocably to the foreground. A group 
—conceived as a delineated social unit in which individual members 
occupy identifiable positions and roles and share a set of values—is a 
concept at the sociological level of analysis. Since all groups within 
differentiated societies are functionally related to other groups and are 
parts of larger organizational structures, relations between groups are like- 
wise ubiquitous and consequential as social-stimulus situations. 

Collective interaction situations. Collective interaction (represented 
by rallies, crowds, mobs) cannot be properly classified as interpersonal 
interaction. For one thing, the number of individuals involved is greater 
than the usual scope of face-to-face relations. Likewise, it is difficult to 
subsume collective interaction under group situations. At least initially, a 
collective-interaction situation lacks stabilized, orderly status and role 
delineations embracing all participating individuals. It should be noted, 
however, that closely knit nuclei composed of a smaller number of in- 
dividuals may be mainly responsible for initiating and influencing the 
course of events in such collectivities. 

Collective-interaction situations usually take place under conditions 
of crisis, fluidity, or out-of-the-ordinary events. At times, the “cake of 
custom” is shattered and new values or norms arise in the form of short- 
cut formulations, dicta, and slogans (28, 60, 107, 144]. Out-of-the- 
ordinary type of behavior and emergent products of collective-interaction 
situations have been described dramatically by various authors [e.g., 
46, 144, 207]. Such occasions give rise to accentuated expression of 
motives and frustrations on the one hand. On the other, they also pro- 
duce emergent types of behavior which are conducive at times to the 
stabilization of new social values and new patterns of human rela- 
tionships. For these reasons, collective-interaction situations should pro- 


vide fertile soil for joint cultivation by social psychologists and social 
scientists. 


The two varieties of stimulus situations yet to be discussed pertain 
to parts of culture as stimulus situations. I have deliberately chosen the 
wording “parts of culture” rather than the generic term “culture.” 
Especially in modern societies, no one individual is confronted with the 
whole of a culture even during the course of an entire lifetime. His 
acquaintance with culture is confined to his experience. 

The topic is a controversial one. Some students today are busily 
engaged in defining culture, primarily in individual and psychodynamic 
terms in an effort to divorce themselves from the grand theorizing 
and reifications of “Culture” by past anthropological systematizers. It is 
easy to swing too far in the opposite direction. Then culture is seen only 
within the confines of discrete interpersonal relations or in the unique 
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personality characteristics of informants or a select number of “natives” 
responding to psychological questionnaires and projective tests. These 
psychological data can, of course, be valuable. But they become valuable 
when viewed in terms of the more fundamental problem of what con- 
stitutes sociocultural stimulus situations for the individual. 

If all the social objects that the individual utilized in his day-to-day 
activities were mediated only through other persons, if his conception 
of them were molded only by the words and example of other individuals, 
then it might be possible to study cultural stimulus situations only in terms 
of interpersonal and group contacts. However, the individual is con- 
fronted from birth on with furniture, buildings, tools, melodies, means 
of transportation, and mass communication. Such man-made structures 
do exert an unmistakable influence in shaping his scales of magnitude, his 
sense of appropriate proportions, his notion of the tempo of events— 
whether or not they are mediated through other individuals. 

Social psychology must be concerned with the socialization process 
through which the infant becomes in time an individual member of a par- 
ticular sociocultural setting. Adequate analysis of this process requires 
a clear conceptual distinction between the sociocultural situations he 
faces and his particular psychological processes and products at a given 
time. Without this conceptual distinction, the historical error of at- 
tributing social attitudes and traits to an unfolding and fixed “human 
nature” is repeated over and over. Defining culture as the “man-made 
part of the environment” [98, p. 17] permits specification and analysis 
of the sociocultural setting of the newly born member of a society. 

To be sure, if there were no human beings to interact, there would 
be no culture, no social organization, no value system, no means of com- 
munication, transportation, or production, and no technology. But once 
such products come into existence and accumulate through generations, 
they take their appropriate places as stimulus conditions, setting certain 
limits and forming the basis for perspectives of human beings. It is man 
who made machines; we can also say that machines, in turn, make man. 
It is man who created social organization; we can also say that it is social 
organization that recasts man. Man is in the beginning of things, but his 
products are not man himself. His products (social organization, technol- 
ogy, language, etc.) become subject matters in their own right, and these 
subject matters can be and are studied on their own level in a meaningful 
way without reference to single individuals. Thus economics is a disci- 
pline in its own right, and so are ethnology, linguistics, archaeology, and 
musicology. To think otherwise would lead us to an untenable solipsism 
which would assert that everything is psychology, including physics and 
chemistry. 

Reduction of social-stimulus agents to only psychological terms— 
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leaving out their material setting and the value or norm system which 
regulates even man’s most intimate relationship —would mean omitting 
crucial factors which enter into shaping the individual’s mentality and be- 
havior. The perspectives and the reference scales which the individual forms 
during his encounters with man-made parts of his surroundings and the 
categorizing effects of the structure of his language are among the signifi- 
cant components of the bounds of his mentality. The “sociology of know- 
ledge” has called attention to these components in an impressive way 
[e.g., 166]. 

Against this background, parts of culture can be discussed as social- 
stimulus situations under the two remaining headings. 

Parts of material culture as stimulus situations. Products of human 
interaction and labor are parts of the material culture. Furniture, dwell- 
ings, facilities for cooking and sleeping, plumbing, streets, playgrounds, 
means of transportation (oxcart, car, train, bus, boat, plane), means of 
communication (books, newspapers, radio, television), and other tech- 
nological products (machines) used in producing means of livelihood 
are parts of material culture. 

Man’s works reveal a great deal about his designs for living, his at- 
tainments, his standards of living, his modes of thinking, and his tastes. 
The foreigner who enters New York Harbor and takes a taxi to a hotel 
does not need to be told of the riches and industrial might of the United 
States. The skyline of the city, the shop windows, the density of traffic, 
the unceasing hustle and bustle are more eloquent than any words. 
Through archaeological findings we learn a great deal about the modes 
of living, thinking, and feeling in extinct societies, 

Our notions of space and time, our standards of living, the radius of 
our psychological world—all are influenced by the material culture which 
confronts us. On the whole, this area is sadly neglected in social-psycho- 
logical works, Yet items of material culture are stimulus situations, and 
some of the individual's significant reference scales can be effectively 
studied in relation to them. He uses such reference scales in appraising, 
for example, what is “too primitive” to bear or what is “splendid” beyond 
his wildest dreams. We learn from the historian Webb that the introduc- 
tion of barbed-wire fencing had an appreciable effect on the development 
of agricultural activities, social organizations, and individual attitudes 
on the American Great Plains [263, pp. 270-318]. Or, to take one more 
example, we learn from the anthropologist Lang that the work of Chinese 
youngsters in industrial plants appreciably affected the pattern of role 
relations of the traditional Chinese family [139, p- 206]. 

Several decades ago, the anthropologist Sapir called attention to 
the effects of technological changes on human relations: 
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Every profound change in the flow of civilization, particularly every 
change in its economic bases, tends to bring about an unsettling and read- 
justment of culture values. Old culture forms, habitual types of reaction, 
tend to persist through the force of inertia. The maladjustment of these 
habitual reactions to their new civilizational environment brings with it a 
measure of spiritual disharmony, which the more sensitive individuals feel 
eventually as a fundamental lack of culture. Sometimes the maladjustment 
corrects itself with great rapidity, at other times it may persist for generations, 
as in the case of America, where a chronic state of cultural maladjustment 
has for so long a period reduced much of our higher life to sterile externality 
(210, pp. 317-318). 


The point of emphasis here is not akin to the unbridled technological 
determinism advocated some time ago by the exponents of “technocracy.” 
Material culture seldom, if ever, affects social relations singlehandedly. 
Its effects have to be considered in conjunction with other parts of the 
social setting as these are related to the motivational directions and 
goals of the people involved. As Quincy Wright stated: “The effect of 
a particular technological invention or importation upon a particular 
social order depends upon the way in which it is utilized, and that uti- 
lization is in large measure influenced by the values and culture of the 
social order” [271, p. 177]. 

The study of the effects of material culture, though often neglected, 
has decided advantages as a problem area for interdisciplinary coopera- 
tion between social scientist and psychologist. Items of material culture 
are suitable for quantitative specification, and they can be studied with 
considerable precision as stimulus conditions (independent variables) in 
relation to reference scales or perspectives which the individual forms 
internally and utilizes in his judgments and appraisals, along the lines 
suggested by Volkmann [259, pp. 288-294]. 

Items of nonmaterial culture as stimulus situations. Material cul- 
ture is not all of the man-made part of the individual’s environment. 
Even from birth, he is confronted with lullabies and feeding and sleeping 
schedules which change according to medical and nonmedical vogues, In 
a few years, the infant learns that he is a boy or a girl, that certain toys 
are appropriate for boys, certain others for girls; that certain qualities 
(e.g., being brave or coy) and certain activities are more appropriate 
for a boy or a girl. A little later he internalizes certain regularities shaping 
his role expectations and behavior. These are only a few of the items of 
nonmaterial culture that a child in any group faces. 

Since he is initially rather mercurial in his goal-directedness, and 
since his conceptual and motor capacities are not fully developed, it takes 
years to internalize these social items. This internalization is not merely 
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a “stamping” process involving rewards and coercive measures applied 
by grown-ups. It includes active processes involving the individual’s 
particular selectivity and gradually his strivings to become like others 
and do what others are doing. Such strivings emerge as the child’s con- 
ceptual capacities develop, as he interacts with others, and as he acquires 
a grasp of the language system. The crucial importance of language is 
only hinted at here; as several authors have emphasized, language is 
not merely another item of culture, but rather the scaffolding and vehicle 
for the formation and perpetuation of culture [153, 168, 210]. 

The would-be member of a society is literally immersed in items of 
nonmaterial culture. They include a language system, social organization, 
religion and its organization, art forms, music forms, schedules regulating 
vital activities, conceptions of man and the world around him. One 
ubiquitous area of nonmaterial culture is a system of values or norms 
which includes items pertinent to every important phase of his inter- 
personal, social, religious, educational, and work activities. 

Some parts of nonmaterial culture are fairly concrete in perceptual 
form and sequence (e.g., nursery rhythms, regularity of daily activities, 
authority of parents in the family group). Some are more abstract (e.8., 
sentence structure of the particular language; notions of past and future, 
of town, state, and nation, of the values and organization of school, 
church, and profession). 

The growing individual does not immediately detect all the items 
in his nonmaterial culture in the tangible way that he recognizes items 
of material culture, which he can literally bump into. Nevertheless, all 
items of the nonmaterial culture are initially external to him. As Emile 
Durkheim [61] so rightly insisted, the exteriority of social values or norms 
can be unmistakably demonstrated through the consequences of ob- 
servance or nonobservance of these norms by an individual member of 
a group. Reactions of fellow members to deviation beyond the range of 
acceptable behavior (within which individual variations are permissible) 
are one of the best indexes of the external reality of a social value or norm 
[e.g., 61, 72, 219]. Reactions to deviation tend to become standardized 
in a group, depending on the nature and severity of deviation. Once a 
social norm is clearly established, even the leader is not outside the de- 
mands of members to behave within the latitude of acceptable behavior 
which it defines [e.g., 268, pp. 262 ff]. 

Insistence on recognizing the external reality of social products is 
not an idle issue, nor is it overenthusiasm for supraindividual group prop- 
erties. Traditionally, two sorts of psychology were recognized—one 
dealing with individualistic processes in elementaristic terms which al- 
lowed for no emergent properties in experience and behavior, the other 
dealing with group or collective processes in which emergences were 


Social Psychology: Problems and Trends 43 


recognized. Here we part company with Durkheim, whose exteriority 
criterion of group norms was cited above. 

There are not two sorts of psychology—one for individual processes 
and one for collective processes, The psychology of the emergence of 
social norms as products of interaction among individuals is embedded in 
the basic psychology of the individual, and this basic psychology is the 
same in all cultures, Whenever the individual faces a stimulus situation 
where clear alternatives for established modes of action are lacking, his 
reactions tend toward stabilization, revealing emergent properties fe.g., 
221]. The weighty evidence from child psychology [170, 194] and re- 
search on clique and gang formations [e.g., 247, 268] warrants this 
conclusion: whenever individuals interact without established or adequate 
norms to deal with a problem situation with strong appeal value to them, 
they produce new values or norms for behavior. 

The external reality of social products is stressed here to delineate 
the nature of concepts and facts appropriate for analysis at the socio- 
logical level and at the psychological level. Clear delineation of the nature 
of our data and concepts can bring order to the confusing mixture that is 
prevalent today in both social psychology and cognate disciplines. This 
does not place the sociologist (or anthropologist) and the psychologist 
in sealed and separated compartments. On the contrary, it makes inter- 
disciplinary give and take a necessity. 

I will illustrate the delineation of sociological and psychological anal- 
ysis briefly by discussing the concepts of social norm and social attitude. 
Social norm is a sociological concept denoting expected or even ideal 
modes of behavior inferred from similarities of behavior by group mem- 
bers and from their reactions to deviation [72]. Social attitudes are 
formed by the individual in relation to social norms. Social attitude is a 
psychological concept inferred from the individual's characteristic modes 
of response to relevant situations [36, 224]. The term “internalization” 
or “interiorization,” used widely by social psychologists in discussing 
social norms, is symptomatic of the stage of development in social psy- 
chology. The term implies that a social attitude is formed in relation to 
a social norm, or that a social item (e.g., social norm) is learned. 

Recognition of the exteriority of social norms does not imply that 
there is a mechanical imprint of these norms on the individual. It does 
not obliterate the individual’s active part in forming norm-regulated be- 
havior. On the contrary, exteriority provides a baseline which facilitates 
more adequate study of the psychological problems. Here the baseline is 
the range of acceptable behavior in terms of the “expected” or “ideal,” 
as defined by the value or norm. Limits can be established by observing 
the points at which deviation elicits correctives from the identified mem- 
bers of the group. Within the latitude of acceptance variations provide 
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data concerning the unique individualities of members who are within the 
range of conformity. Individuals exhibiting behavior outside the latitude 
of acceptable behavior in a given respect are the nonconformists in that 
respect. 

Once the relative positions of individuals within and without the 
latitude of acceptable behavior are established, we can proceed to 
the comparison of personality characteristics of conformist and non- 
conformist individuals as intensively as we wish. Conformity and non- 
conformity are not absolute qualities. The very terms are relative to a 
baseline which is defined by a value or norm. There must first be a 
sociological definition of the norm, independently of the behavior of any 
particular individual. 

In the process of becoming a “good” member of the groups in his 
sociocultural setting, the individual forms social attitudes in relation 
to parts of the sociocultural setting. These social attitudes enter into the 
patterning of his experience and behavior as regulating factors im 
relevant matters. The constant presence of coercive pressures from other 
group members and the threat of correctives are supplanted in most 
instances by his own inner promptings. In fact, as he forms attitudes 
relative to central values of his group (defining the belongingness and 
status of members), these attitudes become part of a functioning system 
of relatedness to his environment which is termed “ego” or “self.” Thus 
the central values of his group become the individual’s own personal 
values. (For example, the individual says, “I am an American,” or “I 
am ty college man,” or “I am white,” with all that these statements 
imply.) 


SOME PROBLEMS OF INTERDISCIPLINARY APPROACHES 


Since social psychology studies experience and behavior in relation 
to social-stimulus situations, it necessarily becomes dependent upon 
cognate social disciplines for an understanding of its stimulus situations. 
On the other hand, when sociologists and anthropologists become in- 
terested in change and conflict, invention and diffusion, assimilation and 
acculturation, enculturation and role changes, they inevitably encounter 
some of the central problems in social psychology [e.g., 177, 210]. The 
interdependence of the social disciplines in seeking solutions of many 
central problems has been seriously discussed in numerous interdiscipli- 
nary conferences [e.g., 82, 108, 172, 205, 212, 230]. As one result, both 
traditionally individualistic psychological approaches and the rubber- 
stamp tradition of cultural determination have become somewhat passé. 

Despite the current fashion of “behavioral science,” dreams of inter- 
disciplinary integration are far from realized. Too frequently, it is 
assumed that each contributor represents a unified discipline, and that 
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his approach and conceptual tools are “the” approach and concepts of 
psychology, sociology, or anthropology, as the case might be. At times, 
interdisciplinary contact results in wholesale borrowing of concepts to 
be sprinkled through one’s writing at random or tacked onto one’s re- 
search report as a friendly gesture. 

Progress toward a genuinely interdisciplinary approach may be 
materially speeded through recognizing the levels of analysis of the 
various disciplines [10, 227]. The social sciences (sociology, anthropology, 
economics, etc.) and social psychology are approaching related problems 
at two different levels, each employing appropriate units of analysis. 
Various problems of the social system are studied by historians, econo- 
mists, sociologists, anthropologists, linguists, and others of the traditional 
social sciences, Their units of analysis are not individual man, but man’s 
social organization, his productive and distributive relationships, his 
technological products and relations, his music and art forms, his 
language systems, his kinships systems, his values, and so on. The unit 
of analysis employed requires appropriate concepts for handling relevant 
variables. 

The human individual is the smallest unit of this functioning social 
system, and he himself is also a functioning system. The scientist who 
studies his experience and behavior necessarily turns to those investigat- 
ing various aspects of the individual system—the biochemist, the gene- 
ticist, and the physiologist. He also needs to know the conditions in 
which the individual functions. If he is a social psychologist, this means 
learning about social-stimulus situations faced by the individual; he must 
turn to the sociologist, anthropologist, linguist, historian, economist, and 
others studying man’s social environment. But what he learns from them 
is not social psychology. Social-psychological analysis must be made in 
terms of the individual’s functioning in relation to these social-stimulus 
situations. Thus many of the most useful concepts in social psychology 
are relational terms. 

The direction of influences between individual and individual and 
between individual and groups and their products (culture) is reciprocal. 
The process is interaction rather than simple reaction. The social psy- 
chologist may find himself concerned with regularities and patterns 
of interaction which the sociologist may not have investigated. When 
the social psychologist investigates these regularities, he is working at 
the sociological level of analysis. Likewise, when the sociologist or anthro- 
pologist becomes preoccupied with the component parts of the social 
organization (individuals), he is working on a psychological level. 


Cross-disciplinary Checking 
While the notion of levels is no panacea, its consistent utilization 
would help to eliminate a number of obstacles to effective inter- 
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disciplinary cooperation. Such practice provides invaluable checks on 
the validity of findings and conclusions. If a generalization reached at 
one level of analysis is valid, it is not contradicted by valid generaliza- 
tions reached at another level. For example, the sociologist’s generaliza- 
tion (of several decades’ standing) that collective action of a group has 
properties peculiar to the group level [60, 101, 247] should be supported 
by psychologists’ findings concerning individuals when participating as 
members of a group. This support may be found in psychological re- 
search over several decades concerning differential experience and be- 
havior by the individual performing tasks in a social setting [e.g., 1, 
boreleols 

On the other hand, a psychologist may conclude that human social 
patterns in aggression or dominance relations, for example, are basically 
like the pecking order of domestic fowl or dominance relations in sub- 
human primates. Scientists familiar with properties of human social 
organization can document in detail the significant differences be- 
tween them—differences traceable to differing capacities and underlying 
processes in the respective species [216, pp. 70-73]. As Schneirla (214, 
215] has suggested, if the comparative psychologist were equally con- 
cerned with differences and similarities produced by evolutionary processes, 
he could contribute to the genuinely comparative study of life to the 
mutual benefit of all disciplines. But if the differences are not taken 
into account, his contribution is likely to be a caricature of human 
behavior and human social organization. 


Sequence of Analysis 


A sequence of study appropriate for problems of interdisciplinary 
concern derives from the concept of levels of analysis. An observation 
by the anthropologist Malinowski is pertinent. When Malinowski wrote 
about a rather complicated system of exchange called “Kula” among 
island groups in the Western Pacific, he commented that individuals 
participate effectively in the complex exchange relationships without ever 


grasping the nature of the “total outline” of the system itself. The in- 
dividuals involved 


IR know their own motives, know the purpose of individual actions and 
rules which apply to them; but . . . not even the most intelligent native has 
any clear idea of the Kula as a big, organized social construction. . . . If you 
were to ask him what the Kula is, he would answer by giving a few details, 
most likely by giving his personal experience and subjective views of the 
Kula . . . . For the integral picture does not exist in his mind; he is in it, 
and cannot see the whole from the outside [165, p. 83]. 


_ Ifa social psychologist were to study the behavior of single individuals 
in these Pacific islands without knowing about the Kula as an organized 
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system of relationships, he would be likely to draw erroneous conclusions. 
True, if he were genuinely concerned with a functional analysis of these 
behaviors, he would start observing the interactions of the individuals 
in pertinent activities and eventually arrive at an over-all description of 
the Kula system, as Malinowski did. But if he persisted in a strictly in- 
dividual approach to this behavior without first relating it to the 
patterned relationships of the Kula system, he would have little basis for 
distinguishing individual variations, individual contributions, or innova- 
tions. In short, a primary task in social psychology is learning the prop- 
erties and functioning of social organizations with their culture patterns. 
Once the social-stimulus situations are studied, the social psychologist 
is prepared to investigate individual functioning in relation to them. 
Suppose his problem concerns suicide, that individual act of self- 
destruction which Durkheim [62] so eloquently incorporated into the 
realm of the “socially determined.” If he looked for a careful ecological 
analysis of a city, such as a recent investigation in London [209], he 
would find that areas of social isolation, mobility, and “disorganization” 
contribute significantly to suicide statistics. He would also find that the 
incidence of this individual act, like most individual acts, is not deter- 
mined entirely by these over-all sociocultural conditions. In the study 
noted, at least a quarter of the suicides could not be attributed readily 
to such conditions. The social psychologist would want to investigate 
both samples, the sample of individuals who had not been affected by 
these grossly defined social conditions, and the sample of individuals who 
seemed to have been significantly affected by them. He would need to 
frame his analysis within over-all sociocultural conditions to grasp the 
interrelationships of immediate environmental factors, unique personal 
characteristics, and variations in life history from birth onward. If such 
a sequential analysis seems inordinately demanding for the social psy- 
chologist, one can only reflect that this is the required task if he wants 


his social psychology to be social. 


SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY IS STILL IN A FORMATIVE STAGE 


The integration of findings from psychological and sociocultural 
levels necessary for an integrated social-psychological theory is still far 
from attainment. This conclusion will surprise no one whose enthusiasm 
has not blurred his perspective. As a scientific discipline, social psy- 
chology is still in its formative stage. 

In handling the current flood of research data, the social psychologist 
faces a plethora of contradictory and overlapping concepts. Turning to 
sociology and anthropology for help, he finds disciplines which them- 
selves lack unity in approach and conceptual tools. For example, soci- 
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ology may seem topically compartmentalized (into urban and rural, 
theory and social problems, crime and marriage, etc.). To borrow a 
phrase from the sociologist Becker [21], it may seem to be devoted to 
“self-inflicted shortsightedness.” In anthropology, he finds statements of 
conceptual unity [177], but contradictory approaches to important prob- 
lems [25] and serious doubts about the reliability of many empirical 
findings in the field [e.g., 131, 152]. 

From the turn of the century, some social psychologists have had 
their training in and are identified with academic departments of 
sociology; some have developed in departments of psychology. In terms 
of this classification, roughly a third of the textbooks in the field since 
1908 were written by sociologists and about two-thirds by psychologists. 
Courses are taught today in departments of both sociology and psy- 
chology. 

While little can be said here about the general character of sociology 
and psychology, reference to important trends which influenced social 
psychology is necessary. During the first decades of this century, some 
sociologists became seriously concerned with problems of individual 
functioning, notably in the area of motivation. 

Alongside the domain of “bare existence” in which “structuralists” 
of the time moved so elegantly [e.g., 250], the rise of behaviorism in 
psychology brought a further trend away from those problems of in- 
dividual functioning which most interested sociologists. By the 1920s, the 
predominant trend in psychology, despite McDougall and despite Freud, 
concerned reflexes, habits, and performance. Motivational problems were 
touched lightly or motivational concepts were translated into behavioristic 
terminology, e.g., “pre-potent reflexes” [1]. Sociological concern with 
motivational problems continued. This is reflected in a comparison be- 
tween the page references to 12 motivational concepts in the indexes of 
5 introductory psychology texts [40, 89, 143, 173, 193] and 5 intro- 
ductory sociology texts published in the 1920s [58, 93, 159, 208, 261). 
The concepts are drive, emotion, Four Wishes, instinct, interest, libido, 
motive, sentiments, will to power, attitudes, self, prejudice. “Drive” was 
not included in any of the sociology texts. “Four Wishes,” “libido,” 
“sentiments,” and “prejudice” were omitted from all the psychology 
texts. The psychology texts had an average of 32 page references per 
book to these concepts, while the sociology texts averaged 61 page 
references per book. 

Thus, in this period, social psychology proceeded along two dif- 
ferent paths [22, 64, 119, 201]. On the one hand, there were the inter- 
actionists such as James Mark Baldwin, John Dewey, the sociologist 
C. H. Cooley, G. H. Mead, W. I. Thomas, Ellsworth Faris; on the 
other hand, there was a general tide of behaviorism in academic psy- 
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chology as epitomized in the 1920s by F. H. Allport’s text [1]. It is 
well to note that each discipline was influenced to some extent by the 
other, even though the differences between the two approaches can be 
termed “fundamental” and “irreconcilable” [201]. The 1927 Sourcebook 
for Social Psychology, edited by the sociologist Kimball Young [272], 
included six chapters on “Psychological Foundations of Social Behav- 
ior” with selections written predominantly by psychologists. And Murphy 
and Murphy’s first Experimental Social Psychology in 1931 [181], 
summarizing research largely from the psychological laboratory, defined 
social psychology as the study of “interaction among individuals.” 

In academic psychology, a heavy emphasis on biological evolution 
continued side by side with behaviorism. For example, in Murchison’s 
1935 Handbook of Social Psychology [176] almost half of the pages were 
devoted to evolutionary problems ranging from bacteria to human life. 
Less than 5 per cent of the contents of the Sourcebook (edited eight years 
earlier by Kimball Young, whose affiliations had been in sociology) con- 
cerned such topics. In contrast to the Murchison Handbook, with its 
chapters on age, sex, maladjustment, and childhood, Young’s volume 
contained sections on personality and social behavior, including selections 
on self, two chapters on prejudice, two chapters on social groups and 
their standards, and sections entitled “Leadership and Prestige” and 
“Collective Behavior,” with chapters on public opinion and propaganda. 
The closest overlap between these two volumes was the topic of attitudes. In 
comparing the two volumes today, one cannot help noting that the 
topic headings in Young’s 1927 volume sound more contemporary and 
reflect concern with actualities of social behavior not apparent in most 
of the 1935 Murchison Handbook. In fact, Robert French [75] noted 
in his review of the more recent Lindzey-edited Handbook of Social 
Psychology that about three-quarters of the papers in the 1935 volume 
were devoted to “topics of scant concern” today. Social psychologists 
trained in academic psychology manifested less concern than did their 
sociological colleagues with social actualities or applied problems until 
the thirties [38]. 

Some present converging trends in social psychology will be noted 
later in this chapter, but it should be noted here that their background is 
more complex than that of the two approaches sketched above. Besides 
the more traditional interactionist and behavioristic viewpoints, new 
trends arose in behaviorism itself, including attempts to digest Freudian 
conceptions [56]. In general, the influence of Freudian theories became 
more evident in sociology [35], in psychology, and in cultural anthro- 
pology [90]. Psychologists became aware that anthropological findings 
in exotic cultures had relevance for their work, some of them embracing 
cultural relativism without full awareness of the implications of such a 
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position for social psychology [cf., 179]. Gestalt psychology made 
itself known in this country and influenced a number of social psychol- 
ogists during the 1930s. There was much more to complicate this back- 
ground, but this is perhaps sufficient to indicate the widened horizons 
and rapid pace of social psychology in the 1930s, as it hustled off in 
several directions. 

With World War II, social psychology was “in demand” by govern- 
ment and military agencies. Studies on propaganda and morale, leader- 
ship selection, and “national character” were needed. Social psychologists 
were put to work side by side with colleagues who had considered them- 
selves experimental psychologists or sociologists or anthropologists or po- 
litical scientists, Cartwright wrote: “Practical problems of social engi- 
neering sprang up overnight which required solution before lunch” 
[43, p. 67]. 

Regardless of how one evaluates the results [e.g., 121], there can be 
little doubt that the research opportunities and facilities supplied during 
and since World War II by government and military, industrial, and 
private agencies have given more impetus to social psychology than could 
any professional efforts, no matter how dedicated. Literature on social- 
psychological investigations was classified by the Psychological Abstracts 
under “Social Psychology” for the first time in 1947 (after two decades 
as “Social Functions of the Individual” and one decade of “General 
Social Processes: Including Aesthetics”), but it has overflowed into 
almost every topical classification. 

The sudden demand, broadened opportunities, and heightened in- 
terest in academic circles and outside brought social psychologists closer 
to the social actualities against which they must eventually test their 
theories, But a rash of hastily conceived investigations on topics of 
current interest inevitably tended to obscure any solid advance upon cen- 
tral problems in research and theory. In the interest of keeping the re- 
search grants coming and the research reputation of one’s university or 
school rising, a problem suggested by one’s next of academic kin was 
frequently investigated, with little attempt to relate the findings to 
earlier studies or to related topics. 

Here the picture is deliberately drawn black and white to point up 
the glaring discrepancies and contradictions which anyone who surveys 
current literature is bound to find. Any pride in the achievements of 
social psychology over the past three decades must be tempered with 
awareness that considerable research is not channeled into coherent the- 
ory. Conceptual tools are still controversial. Research and theorizing flour- 
ish in certain specialized areas without recognition of their relevance to 
more general problems. 

In progressing toward greater maturity as a scientific discipline, 
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one necessary task is unification of conceptual tools. For example, the 
term perception is currently augmented by social perception, socio- 
metric perception, subception, perceptual defense, perceptual offense, 
as well as W. I. Thomas’s “definition of the situation,” which is pre- 
ferred by some in academic sociology. This is only one example of a 
problem area with overlapping and duplicating conceptual tools. The 
empirical referents of a number of historically important concepts might 
profitably be reexamined with the view of determining which of the pre- 
sent excessive number are more useful in handling relevant data, including 
the accumulating experimental results, 


SOME PERSISTENT PROBLEMS OF INTERDISCIPLINARY 
INTEREST 


Thus far, a definition of social psychology and its appropriate re- 
lations to cognate social disciplines have been suggested and the develop- 
ment of social psychology discussed. The necessity of interdisciplinary 
give and take became apparent in this discussion, These major points can 
be articulated through two illustrative problem areas which have persis- 
tently concerned all these disciplines, both in the past and at the pre- 
sent time. The problem areas concern small groups and individual-society 
relationship, including culture and personality. 


Small Groups 

Today the study of small groups is one of the most active research 
areas; itis “in vogue” in every sense. The mounting volume of publications 
in periodicals and books is an index of this trend, Leadership, supervision, 
and productivity in industrial plants, solidarity and morale, “group 
cohesion,” problem solving, communication and decision-making proc- 
esses are among the aspects being busily investigated. Considerably 
more space is now devoted to small-group research in collaborative vol- 
umes in social psychology [e.g., 155, 161, 244]. Recently several books 
appeared dealing explicitly with small groups [19, 30, 44, 92, 187, 239, 
245]. Surveys have been devoted wholly or largely to small-group studies 
fe.g., 2, 51, 66, 125, 200, 206]. In 1954, Strodtbeck and Hare (243) 
compiled a bibliography of small-group studies listing 1,407 publications. 

The sources contributing to the increased activities related to small 
groups are diverse. A glance at the products reveals diversity of research 
and practical interests, confusion in the multiplicity of concepts and 
procedures used, and yet unmistakable leads for eventual unification of 
problems and concepts. 

One source with healthy impact on current research stems from socio- 
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logical studies such as those of Thrasher [247], Anderson [7], Clifford 
Shaw [219, 220], Hiller [100], Zorbaugh [275], and Whyte [268]. Most 
of these studies were carried out in the 1920s at the University of Chi- 
cago, primarily inspired by the searching mind of Robert E. Park. 

Another important influence on small-group research stems from the 
concern of business and industrial agencies with efficiency in supervision 
and production. The results of this concern are well indicated by the work 
that has been done by Elton Mayo and his associates since the late 
1920s [167, 203], and by centers established later at Yale, Chicago, 
Cornell, and other universities. The movement is sometimes referred to as 
the “human-relations approach” in industry. As Arensberg pointed out, 
the development of the human-relations approach received added impetus 
in the 1930s from the practical concerns created by “labor unrest” [9]. 
A few years after World War II, a book appeared under the title Human 
Relations in Modern Business: a Guide for Action Sponsored by Amer- 
ican Business Leaders [115]. It reflected the active interest of business 
circles in this research movement and its approach. 

Another factor contributing to the study of group processes has cer- 
tainly been the considerable interest of military organizations both in 
the United States and other countries in discovering quick and efficient 
techniques for selecting unit leaders [e.g., 8, 113, 189]. 

There were other important sources stimulating interest in small- 
group research. W. E. Newstetter and his associates utilized experimental 
manipulation and measurement techniques in summer camps [186], and 
their group studies had considerable influence in arousing interest in “group 
work” in the social work profession. 

In academic psychology, F. H. Allport [1] followed German prede- 
cessors with an extensive series of studies which inspired other investi- 
gations. However, the works of Moreno [174] and Kurt Lewin and col- 
laborators [147, 151] probably had more direct effect in academic psy- 
chology in arousing interest in small-group research. Moreno’s sociometric 
technique, which appeared in the United States in the mid-thir- 
ties, provided tangible representation of friendship choices among inter- 
acting individuals. A few years later, the demonstration by Kurt Lewin 
and his associates [147, 151] that various group atmospheres affect be- 
havior differentially was highly effective in gaining acceptance among 
Psychologists for the importance of group properties and encouraging 
their investigation. 

The impact of these investigations in psychology may be difficult 
to comprehend without appreciation of their audience. The notion of 
emergent qualities in social-interaction situations, which Durkheim and 
other social scientists had emphasized and indicated empirically for year’, 
fell upon deaf ears as long as most psychologists were preoccupied with 
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models based on “mental chemistry” or “conditioned reflex.” The emerg- 
ence of social norms in social interaction had to be demonstrated in the 
laboratory before it was incorporated into the general repertory of psy- 
chology [cf. 185]. The experimental findings on groups appeared to be 
“old hat” to a good many sociologists, although increasing numbers be- 
came impressed by the methodological advantages of experimental 
investigation. 

Certain findings, however, were common in all of the foregoing 
movements in small-group research, and these findings provide the needed 
criteria for a sound definition of “group.” Without some clear criteria, 
we are caught between rival definitions and descriptions, each claiming 
acceptance on the basis of particular „ws and research operations of 
its proponents. Stated broadly, it was repeatedly confirmed that stability 
and change of an individual's behavior in so many significant aspects 
of his living is inextricably related to his group ties. These ties are defined 
in terms of his group belongingness, his particular status and role relations 
within groups, and the group values or norms which he internalizes as 
his own. 

In view of this general finding, it is not surprising that those studying 
supervision and productivity in factories soon found that serious head- 
way required investigation of the organization (structure) and the set 
of norms that the workers considered their own [203]. Investigators of 
industrial relations found that incentive systems in a plant are effective 
for the rank and file within the acceptable bounds of rate setting es- 
tablished in their formally or informally organized groups. To the groups 
in question, rate setting is a protective measure defining the rate of work 
and production under given labor-management relations, financial ar- 
rangements, and technological conditions. As Whyte demonstrated in his 
recent book Money and Motivation [269], one is always confronted with 
the fact that incentives and machines exert their influence within the 
framework of groups with more or less definite organizations and 
values. 

Several investigators of attitude change on social issues have inde- 
pendently reached a similar conclusion concerning the significance of the 
individual’s place in a group with definite values [106, 150, 183]. And 
as studies of leadership progressed, investigators started to face the 


fact that apart from the structural (organizational) and normative prop- 


erties of groups, the study of leadership runs into a dead end of total 


situational or task relativism feg., 41, 81]. 
When the study of groups starts with fragmentary factors and tech- 


niques, fragmentary data are obtained. Building a conception of groups 
from operations carried out on that basis is likely to end in defining as- 
pects of more or less specific interaction episodes. The essential prop- 
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erties of groups, which have made their study so significant for social 
psychology, are necessarily obscured. 

Investigations of groups actually functioning for more than a transi- 
tory interaction episode have demonstrated that a group structure 
(organization) which defines differentiated role and status relations of 
individual members and a set of norms (standards, values) are among 
their minimum properties [e.g., 101, 138, 219, 247, 268]. It can be 
said that the “groupness” of a group is proportional to the prevalence of 
such distinctive properties. Of course, there are other attributes of a 
group which should be studied exhaustively, But open-ended enumeration 
of dimensions and subsequent attempts at compounding them have not 
so far produced conceptions that are useful in handling social behavior 
in natural settings. There are limiting factors in every system, and they 
affect the main character of the system. If they are defined, then analysis 
of other properties and their interrelationships may proceed more 
effectively. 

A survey of sociological studies of small groups, especially those 
in urban areas, provides inexhaustible leads for experimental testing. 
Briefly, such findings suggest the following account of group formation 
and its effects on individuals involved: individuals who experience mo- 
tives, aspirations, deprivations, or frustrations as common tend to interact 
with one another with a high frequency. If the common motives are not 
directed toward goals whose attainment by one individual precludes 
attainment by the others, interaction tends to persist over a period of 
time. In the course of their interaction, statuses and roles are differenti- 
ated. Over a period of time, these relationships tend to stabilize in vary- 
ing degrees (depending upon the individuals involved, extrinsic factors, 
and the relative effectiveness of group activities). The stabilization of 
status and role relations constitutes the group organization or structure. 
As group structure forms, norms are standardized, at least in matters 
with relevance to the common motives and aspirations which brought 
individuals together or which developed in the course of their interaction. 
In these matters, at least, the activities of the individual member are reg- 
ulated internally by his membership in the structure, his particular status 
and role, and the group’s norms. 

A Unless the group in question is totally isolated, it is bound to come 
into functional contact with other groups, small and large. Here the 
close examination of sociological findings on relations between groups 
[e.8., 24, 84, 162] reveals that the particular pattern of intergroup rela- 
tions established by a group in dealing with others is reflected in that 
group's norms for behavior. Accordingly, the individual member per- 
ceives members of an out-group in a friendly or hostile fashion, depending 
upon the norms toward the out-group established in his group [227]. 
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Sociological studies of groups are replete with more specific find- 
ings which provide leads for experimental investigation. For example, 
the observation that the group members judge the performance of a 
low-ranking member with a consistent error of underestimation [268] 
was the basis of experimental work dealing with judgmental variations 
as a function of the status of the individual performing the task [96, 229]. 
Similarly, observed instances of exaggeration of in-group achievements 
and depreciation of out-group performance suggested propositions for ex- 
perimental testing concerning the effects of group membership and inter- 
group conflict upon judgment by members of the groups involved [97, 
226). 

Unfortunately, there has been intellectual discontinuity in small-group 
studies, as Shils pointed out so emphatically [232, pp. 26, 42). In prac- 
tice, many psychologists in recent years have ignored the intellectual 
heritage, rich in data suggestive of significant problems and hypotheses, 
with direct bearing on man’s relations in actual groups. Neglect of these 
group data, accumulated throughout many years in diverse localities, can 
hardly be justified on the grounds that social psychologists are interested 
in individuals and not in groups as such. These facts, primarily on the 
sociological level, give the social psychologist necessary information 
concerning the individual's relative place in the scheme of relationships 
that really count for him. 

Of course, the social psychologist cannot stop at this point, He 
must proceed from this "microsociologieal level,” borrowing a phrase 
from Newcomb [185], to detailed analysis of the individual, his life 
history, the exact stimulus conditions confronting him, and his attitudes 
and motives operative at the time. At this psychological level of analysis, 
sheer improvisation from sociological data has not been notably helpful. 
On this score Strodtbeck and Hare's remarks concerning the neglect of 
experimental knowledge in social psychology are well taken [243, p. 
109}. The investigator who goes to the considerable trouble of surveying 
available sociological data and then proceeds to more detailed analysis 
of individuals on the psychological level finds that the two levels of 
analysis are not contradictory. In fact, as we have seen, findings at one 
level serve as checks for the validity of findings on the other. For 
example, in The Jack Roller, Stanley's autobiography and the detailed 
life history and psychiatric reports contain detailed substantiation of the 
general trends of sociological data concerning the formation of groups 
and regulation of members’ behavior within them [219]. 

The methodological advantage of studying the individual's particular 
role and status in his group(s) prior to detailed analysis of his behavior 
can be illustrated briefly through the recent controversy over i 
or specificity of leadership from situation to situation. The results of 
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various leadership studies have been rather inconclusive. Some results, 
notably those of “leaderless-group” studies, favor the conclusion that 
leadership behavior is specific to given interaction and task situations. 
Other results point to continuity and consistency in leadership over a 
period of time. It seems likely that the results will be coherent if they 
are evaluated in terms of the relative stabilization of status and role 
reciprocities among the participating individuals at the time their be- 
havior is assessed. Is the behavior in question being studied in a group 
with given structure and integration, or is the behavior occurring in a 
new interaction situation among previously unrelated individuals? 

Present evidence indicates that when there are no established re- 
ciprocities among individuals, leadership behavior is more closcly re- 
lated to the relative proficiency of individuals in the task at hand, thus 
rather specific to given situations [41, 81]. On the other hand, if the 
individuals are members of a closely knit group, the relative weight of 
single tasks and situations in determining leader-follower behaviors is 
considerably reduced [e.g., 170, 227, 251, 268]. In this case leadership 
is more likely to be general from one situation to the next. The emphasis 
on organizational settings of leadership by Ohio State investigators and 
others [192, 217, 238] is a significant advance in study of these problems. 

Reference groups. Discussion of some problems of interdisciplinary 
approach in small-group research requires consideration of the problems 
which brought the concept of reference groups to the foreground. The 
concept is widely used today by both psychologists and sociologists 
(94, 99, 153, 171, 184, 222, 231, 254]. 

In modern societies, small groups are not self-contained closed 
systems. The individual member of a group has perceptual and/or con- 
ceptual access to a number of groups. The directions and goals of these 
various groups may be compatible or incompatible with one another. For 
this reason, no amount of exclusive concentration on face-to-face interac- 
tion processes within a single group furnishes a complete guide for study- 
ing behavior of an individual member. 

À Reference groups, that is, the groups to which an individual relates 
himself or aspires to relate himself as a part psychologically may or may 
not be the groups in which he is actually seen or is registered as a mem- 
ber. An individual’s reference groups may include membership groups or 
nonmembership groups. The social bases of the individual’s standards of 
judgment, gratification, and attainment can be assessed only through 
ascertaining his reference groups. For this reason, the reexamination of 
a variety of attitudes of American soldiers studied during World War u 
[241] in terms of the reference-group concept by Merton and Kitt [171] 
marks a conceptual advance in attitude studies. 


Analysis of the individual’s reference groups is a significant step 
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in understanding the influence of groups to which he does not actually 
belong in shaping his tastes, attitudes, and aspirations. Particularly in a 
vertically mobile multigroup society, many individuals set their goals 
in terms of more powerful and highly placed groups to which they 
privately aspire [e.g., 71, 114, 256]. 

Once the significance of the individual’s psychological relatedness 
to various groups is ascertained, it will be easier to explain his com- 
pliance to group pressures, either with or without inner acceptance. 
This persistent problem was treated extensively by Piaget, who utilized 
the concepts “autonomy” (i.e., regulation of one’s behavior through 
rules cherished as one’s own) and “heteronomy” (i.c., regulation of be- 
havior through rules attributed to sources of authority) [194]. The prob- 
lem was raised more recently by Festinger [67] in terms of “compliant 
behavior” with or without private acceptance, 

Analysis of the individual's reference groups is, therefore, helpful 
in understanding the consistency of his behavior from day to day. It is 
equally valuable in analysis of inconsistent or contradictory behavior ex- 
hibited by the same individual in two different settings. For example, 
the individual member of a group with a nondiscrimination policy may 
reveal no prejudice while participating in deliberations of that group, 
but later may participate in a riot as an identified member of a neigh- 
borhood group, as observed during the Detroit race riots of 1943, 

The concept of reference groups is a relational one. Analysis in 
terms of reference groups obviously requires collaboration at both socio- 
logical and psychological levels. Significantly, the term’s first use by 
Hyman [109] was directly tied to laboratory findings on the effects 
of reference points in judgment; its subsequent modification was based 
on sociological findings of the anchoring effect of in-group standards 
[222], and after a period of some confusion [cf. 124], this usage is 
prevalent today both in sociology [153, 231, 254] and psychology 
[94, 99]. 


Individual-Society Relationship 

The general problem of individual-society relationship towers over 
other common problems encountered by psychologists and social scien- 
tists. Persistent issues were inherited from philosophers, theologians, and 
political theorists of the past. The problem has been discussed under the 
labels “individual and the group,” “culture and personality,” “individual 
and society,” and other paired polarities. 

Until recently, major theories of individual-society relationship 
posited a picture of “original human nature” largely in the image of the 
prevailing temper and ideology of the times. The particular conception 
of “human nature” set the lines of the theory. At one extreme, human 
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nature was depicted as an unfolding of biologically determined impulses 
and instincts. At the other, human nature was considered an infinitely 
plastic raw material molded in the image of a reified culture. Conflict 
was primarily between interested parties that were committed to un- 
verified premises. No real progress was possible. 

In recent years various scholars have attempted to reconcile the rival 
theories. For example, Homans [104, pp. 316-333] grouped the his- 
torically significant theories under the headings “The Social Contract 
Theory” (Hobbes, Rousseau), “The Social Mold Theory” (Durk- 
heim), and “Culture and Personality.” He offered a reconciliation of 
these dichotomous approaches. These traditional theories place almost 
exclusive responsibility on either individual or the group for prevailing 
social life and man’s fortunes or misfortunes within it. Homan’s rec- 
onciliation recognizes that each of the various one-sided theories can 
account for phenomena in certain periods of time, but that a complete 
account of individual-society relationships requires bringing all of these 
time periods into the picture. 

The picture of human nature which is emerging considers the human 
being as he functions at a given time in a particular society as a biosocial 
product [e.g., 10, 13, 168, 178]. The individual’s consistent modes of be- 
havior in personal and group relations and his persistent strivings to- 
ward values and goals are shaped interdependently by both his biological 
endowment and sociocultural influences. In this view, a conception of 
original human nature as an entity apart from the interaction of an in- 
dividual in his social setting has proven to be untenable. 

Some notion of original human nature was necessary as long as man’s 
lasting and recurrent strivings were attributed primarily to biological 
endowment, as they were in McDougall’s list of instincts [164] or 
Freud’s classification of “sexual instincts” and “death instinct” [76, pp: 
54 fF., 67]. In such a doctrine, social organization, culture, and the entire 
scheme of human relations become matters of applied psychology. There 
is hardly place for emergence of social structure and other items of cul- 
ture, or a human personality which is not reducible to the vicissitudes 
of instinctual impulses. 

i Concept of ego (self). When the individual’s persistent motiva- 
tional patterns manifested in characteristic modes of behavior are con- 
ceived as products of interrelated biosocial influences, preoccupation with 
a original human nature becomes unnecessary. If what is termed 
personality structure” is revealed in anything, it is in the individual’s 
characteristic modes of behavior. The focus of study in this area be- 
comes, therefore, the problem of consistency in goal-directed behavior 
over a time span. 


The regulative pattern lending characteristic consistency to the in- 
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dividuaľs goal-directed behaviors and to his performance of tasks in in- 
teraction with other individuals has been conceptualized in terms of the 
formation and functioning of the individual’s ego or self. The concept 
of ego or self current in social psychology has nothing to do with the 
mystic halo surrounding the term historically. It has nothing to do with 
“homuncular entities” warring for domination of man’s behavior [13]. 
It is not akin to the notion of an “executive agent” that intrudes in on- 
going psychological activity. Rather, it refers to a psychological forma- 
tion that is an outcome of man’s interaction with his surroundings. The 
biosocial formation termed “ego” or “self” consists of a system of re- 
latedness to one’s surroundings, including social-stimulus situations with 
which one has contact perceptually or conceptually. In this system of 
relatedness, reciprocal expectations and ties with other people are cru- 
cial components. 

Many psychologists and sociologists since William James’s treatment 
of “social self” [112] have contributed to a concept of ego or self as a 
developmental formation relating the individual to his surroundings 
[224, pp. 156-199]. It is no accident that the authors who have offered 
theories of ego or self have been particularly interested in psychology- 
sociology relationships. 

J. M. Baldwin described the development of self in terms of a “dia- 
lectic” process reflected in his dictum that “ego and alter are . . . born 
together” [16, cf. 17]. The sociologist C. H. Cooley presented an in- 
teractionist account of self as carly as 1902 in his Human Nature and 
the Social Order [49]. Cooley unmistakably related development of self 
to the formation of “primary group” ties by the growing individual 
[119, p. 300]. 

Probably the most thoroughly interactionist of the early twentieth- 
century social philosophers was George Herbert Mead [168]. Mead’s 
“act” was not an isolated behavior unit, but referred to the complete 
pattern of interaction. In his words: 


The social act is not explained by building it up out of stimulus plus 
response; it must be taken as a dynamic whole—as something going on—no 
part of which can be considered or understood by itself—a complex organic 
process implied by each individual stimulus and response involved in it 
[168, p. 7]. 


His theory of self dealt with an individual immersed in social “trans- 
actions.” As an outcome of these transactions according to Strauss in 
his The Social Psychology of George Herbert Mead— 


. the child learns not only to assume multiple positions vis-à-vis himself 
but to organize these positions into a system. Childhood games, Mead 
suggests, are among the situations in which the child acquires the ability to 
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do this. This generalized system of attitudes is termed “the generalized 
other.” Mead’s most distinctive characterization of self is in terms of the 
“generalized other” [242, p. xiv]. 


In the writings of Baldwin, Cooley, Mead, and some of their con- — 
temporaries, we find insightful attempts at viewing social behavior in 
terms of an ongoing interaction process in which a biosocial self or ego 
emerges. By and large, however, their brilliant insights were not con- 
ceptualized in a way permitting ready translation into a research pro- 
gram. The views of Lindesmith and Strauss were strongly influenced by 
Mead [e.g., 153, 242], but Strauss comments: “There have been at- 
tempts to draw out of Mead’s work very specific implications for empiri- 
cal testing, but this has not proved very effective, at least as yet” [242, 
p- xiv]. 

The conception of ego or self that is currently developing is based 
squarely on conyerging findings from a variety of research. The main 
outlines of this conception are derived from child development studies, 
experiments on ego-involvements, and anthropological findings. 

Accumulating studies of child development [e.g., 13, 79, 194, 224, 
233, 260] contain ample evidence that an individual’s ego or self is 
not innately given. Rather, their findings reveal the formation by the — 
individual of relatedness to particular aspects of his life. This formation 
is not an immutable entity completely and finally structured by the age 
of six or the age of ten. Studies of adolescence [14, 105, 116, 137] show 
that noteworthy changes in the system of personal relatedness may occur 
during this transition period. Such changes may be intensified in 
sociocultural settings which are undergoing social change at an ac- 
celerated tempo [e.g., 54, 139]. Changes may also occur in later life if 
the individual is confronted with serious problems which arouse conflict 
with present expectations and values in professional or other significant 
aspects of living. Old age in many societies is a transition period con- 
ducive to alterations in various components of the individual’s ego for- 
mation. 

} Study of changes in the ego formation with changing social roles at 
given periods of life is helpful in achieving a formulation of ego or self 
which is generally applicable. This study implies an understanding of 
both the sequence and kind of developmental stages through which in- 
dividuals pass in a society. It follows that cross-cultural comparisons are 
invaluable checks against an ethnocentric picture of self. The social 
psychologist finds relevant data in anthropological field work [e.g., 197, 
198, 202, 255]. 

In recent years, laboratory studies have demonstrated significant 
effects of ego-involvement in various psychological activities. The find- 
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ings suggest the utility of the concept of ego in handling the consistency 
of characteristic modes of behavior and strivings. Are the behavior and 
strivings of the individual relatively consistent from situation to situa- 
tion? There is evidence indicating consistency over a time span and, on 
the other hand, there is evidence of specificity of behavior to given 
situations. Certainly more experimentation and research are needed for 
any conclusive generalization. However, available experimental findings 
concerning the setting of goals [e.g., 103, 149], confidence [126], and 
specificity or generality of personal characteristics indicate that the per- 
son’s behavior is consistent if the situation is ego-involving for him and 
is more variable if he is not ego-involved in the issue or situation at 
hand. Such experimental evidence led G. W. Allport, one of the out- 
standing “trait” psychologists of the thirties who favored the “generality” 
of personality traits [3], to conclude that a trait may be general or 
specific depending on the degree of ego-involvement of the person in 
that respect [4, pp. 472-474]. 

The conclusion reached here acquires added significance from rele- 
vant findings in child psychology. The growing child does not follow 
goals consistently until he becomes capable of setting up standards for 
his own behavior—an aspect of ego formation requiring conceptual de- 
velopment and mastery of language [79, 85]. Similar development is 
necessary for the appearance of consistent patterns of competitive be- 
havior [88, 102, 145] and consistently cooperative behavior [23, 191]. 
During this same period, in a sociocultural setting where social distance 
is maintained toward certain out-groups, the child begins to exhibit 
prejudice in the consistent fashion prescribed in social definition [e.g., 
47, 87]. The appearance of such consistent modes of behavior implies 
an internal patterning of motives which is here termed “ego” or “self.” 

There are, of course, inconsistencies in behavior in situations where 
the individual is ego-involved. In the brief discussion of reference groups, 
an example was given of personal inconsistency when the individual 
related himself to different reference groups with contradictory norms. 
Thoroughgoing study of behavioral inconsistencies needs to consider 
conflicting components of the individual’s personal relatedness as they 
are situationally aroused over a period of time. However, it should also 
be noted that severe deprivations or frustrations usually produce strik- 
ing inconsistencies of behavior in terms of the individual's “accus- 
tomed” self [e.g., 228, pp. 433-443]. 

The conception of ego or self derived from the above findings can be 
summarized. Ego or self is a developmental formation in the psycho- 
logical makeup of the individual, consisting of interrelated attitudes 
which are acquired in relation to his own body, to his own abilities, 
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to objects, persons, family, groups, social norms, and institutions and 
which define and regulate his relatedness to them in a number of con- 
crete situations. 

This conception takes into account cultural variations in ego forma- 
tion inferred from observations in societies where individual behavior 
is predominantly competitive or primarily cooperative or primarily 
power-oriented or submissive, as the case may be. By relating ego forma- 
tion to the individual’s specific reference groups during his development, 
differences in modal behavior which are characteristic in the multiple 
and opposing groups of differentiated societies are amenable to psy- 
chological investigation. Changes, even transformations, in motivational 
patterns and behavior occurring in adolescence, in professional or 
marital life, in old age, and in critical situations can be analyzed with- 
out contradicting basic assumptions. 

Conceiving of the individual's ego formation as a constellation of 
interrelated parts (attitudes) permits investigation of ego problems in 
specific dimensions. Unit parts (attitudes) of the ego formation are not 
fragmentary elements, but are interrelated. Being interrelated, the 
various parts may be conducive to an integrated pattern of motivation 
and hence behavior. Likewise, being interrelated, incompatible attitudes 
formed by the same individual become an important source of personal 
conflicts, as exemplified by the plight of many a professional woman who 
is torn between attitudes toward husband and home and attitudes to- 
ward her career. 

Because the term “attitude” has been used in different senses his- 
torically and has at times been devoid of motivational character, addi- 
tional words are necessary about the unit parts, which may be called 
“ego-attitudes.” As used here, “attitude” denotes an internal variable, 
namely, a state of readiness which is learned and which involves a sub- 
ject-object relationship. Characteristically, the individual in this subject- 
object relationship takes a positive or negative stand conducive to goal- 
directed behavior in relation to persons, groups, institutions, values, and 
other classes of objects. As such, attitudes do refer to acquired or socio- 
genic motives. As W. I. Thomas showed in the factually rich context of 
The Polish Peasant in Europe and America [246], a social attitude is 
always formed in relation to social stimuli, among which social values 
or norms constitute an important class. 

In their recent book Opinions and Personality, Smith, Bruner, and 
White defined attitude in a similar way: “We define an attitude as a 
predisposition to experience a class of objects in certain ways, with 
characteristic affect; to be motivated by this class of objects in charac- 


teristic ways; and to act with respect to these objects in a characteristic 
fashion” [235, p. 33]. 
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To psychologists of varying descriptions [e.g., 99, 178, 236], it is 
becoming evident that a psychology of human motivation requires some 
such concept as ego or self. Amidst current neologisms positing dynamics 
of all sorts, it may sound a little pedestrian to make attitudes component 
parts of a concept such as ego or self. However, the individual's social 
attitudes, as components of his ego, do have motivational character. They 
affect his selectivity and goal-directedness even when other more 
“dependable” [130] or “biogenic” motives are aroused. For a human 
adult, sexual activity is not only a means of releasing sexual tensions, but 
it involves a social relationship in which his attitudes concerning personal 
qualities of the sex object and socioeconomic class may be of crucial im- 
portance [70]. Likewise, eating, dressing, choice of dwelling are not only 
instances of tension reduction, but occasions for proving one’s worth 
and distinction, as revealed in the choice of an eating place, the im- 
portance of the label in one’s garment, the location of one’s residence 
on this or the other side of the tracks [256]. The attitudes implied 
operate on a conceptual level and are not governed simply by homeostatic 
states of the organism. 

If ego or self functions as a regulating agent from situation to 
situation, if relevant ego-attitudes normally regulate the functioning of 
other motives, shall we posit instinctive propensities at its basis? As noted 
earlier in this section, longitudinal studies of child development offer 
little justification for an instinctivist position. Without positing an in- 
stinctive basis, the motivational character of ego-attitudes can be studied 
through analysis of the effects of disrupting their subject-object relation- 
ships. Even in adulthood, our sense of personal stability continues to be 
dependent upon the perceived stability of the subject-object relationships 
implied in important ego-attitudes. Disruption of these relationships and 
out-of-the-ordinary events are conducive to feelings of uncertainty, in- 
security, and anxiety. Experimental evidence has shown that even 
temporary disruption of physical anchorages for bodily orientation pro- 
duces feelings of uncertainty, resulting in highly variable behavior [225]. 
These crucial points, which indicate the feasibility of analyzing the 
motivational bases of ego-involvement without positing innate pro- 
pensities, cannot be elaborated here [228, pp. 600-606]. But a caution 
can be sounded against repeating the retreat of McDougall when he 
posited innate propensities for dominance, submission (self-abasement), 
etc., alongside a developmental picture of the “self-regarding sentiment” 
which remains to this day one of the most penetrating accounts of ego 
formation available [164]. 

“Culture and personality” approach to the problem. Among the 
most prominent interdisciplinary activities exploring individual-society 
relationships during the last two decades have been those labeled “culture 
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and personality” and “national character” studies. The former have 
usually focused on smaller, less-developed societies, while investigations 
of similar problems in modern nations are termed studies of “national 
character.” For purposes of the present discussion, distinction between 
the two movements is unnecessary. 

Contemporary enthusiasm for studying culture and personality re- 
ceived its greatest impetus in the 1930s from the linguist-anthropologist 
Edward Sapir (210, pp. 357-364, 507-597]. In calling for study of 
“tangible problems of behavior rather than selected problems set by 
recognized disciplines” [210, p. 513], Sapir hoped for the development 
of a genuinely “social” psychology which would leave the sociocultural 
investigator “free to study the rationale of group forms, group functions, 
group changes and group interrelationships from a formal or cultural 
point of view” [210, p. 364]. The sociologist W. I. Thomas, whose 
interest in individual-society relationship was further stimulated by 
Sapir [132, p. xiii], contributed research orientation and conceptualiza- 
tions in this area [257]. His influence was particularly apparent in the 
treatment of attitude-value relationships by Linton [156], who also 
found Mead’s concept of role useful in his development of “status 
personality” [cf. 20, p. 150]. 

Gaining prominence and significantly deflecting the above influences, 
psychoanalytic orientation became predominant in “culture and per- 
sonality” literature [90, pp. 202-209; 234, pp. 37, 56]. Gomparatively 
few anthropologists find strictly Freudian interpretations of culture 
[77] palatable, and few would agree with the recommendation that 

ysis is necessary preparation for understanding problems of 
culture and personality [e,g., 204, pp. 587-588]. However, the psy- 
choanalytic influence on their studies persists, Its most widespread effect, 
even on nonpsychoanalytic writers, has been severe limitation of the 
problems chosen for study, the kind of variables investigated, and, con- 
sequently, the range of discussion and debate. 

Typical research problems have concerned influences during very 
early childhood, particularly the effects of adult methods and manner 
of child rearing [e.g., 78, 118, 154, 267]. Literally all sorts of social 
attitudes and their relative salience for individuals in a given society 
have been attributed to hypothesized effects of adult treatment in carly 
childhood, Yet serious questions remain concerning the influence of 
child rearing methods in personal development and the relationships 
ae early childhood experiences and adult functioning [154, 188, 

When research focus shifts to actual study of “modal personality” 
[e.g., 110, 156], conceived as statistical expression of characteristics 
common to individuals in a group, the resulting evidence of group 


Social Psychology: Problems and Trends 65 
regularities may be proper data for sociocultural analysis. The modal 
personality thus attained will be a sociological construct even though it 
carries the “personality” label. In mutual accommodation to funda- 


the literature, the “basic personality,” “modal personality,” or “social 
character” structure appears side by side with the “authentic individual,” 


viewed as more than exciting literary adventures, sooner or later in- 
vestigators will have to respect major methodological criticisms in their 
actual practice. Such criticisms have pertained to adequateness of sample 
within a society, reproducibility of procedures, and taking “responsibility” 
for stated hypotheses (eg, 63, 110, 129, 131). In particular, the 
existence of multiple groups in modern 


may very well lead to revision of concepts designating uniform or 
common characteristics for an entire society. Methodological improve» 


If, as suggested in previous sections, a crucial problem of individual- 
society relationships concerns the consistency of the individual's char 
acteristic motivational pattems, the concept of ego or self discused 
there can aid in making research inroads in this area more rapid. While 
not identical with the totality of psychological organization usually 
designated as “personality,” the concept deals with personal organiza- 
tion in terms amenable to the dimensional analysis necemary in actual 


particularly useful in studying psychological 
culture change or acculturation {31, 98, 249]. Though not formulated 
in these terms, the Gillin and Raimy study consisted of eliciting responses 
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to identify the individual’s reference groups in order to explicate his 
self-conception. In a recent design for studying reactions to culture 
change [237), the hypotheses concerned the relative incidence of 
“symptoms of personality disorganization” for individuals in “transitional 
categories” and those still closely related to traditional groups in a society. 
Further specification of conflicts in reference-group ties in terms of a 
particular individual’s relevant ego-attitudes may be useful in delineating 
relationships between culture change and personality disorganization. 

It should be noted that the currently developing concept of ego or 
self includes attitudes assigned, in orthodox psychoanalytic terminology, 
to a “superego.” The inclusion of these attitudes, which incorporate 
values from authority figures as part of the ego constellation, is in 
harmony with anthropological findings that the relative frequency and 
social referents of feelings of guilt and shame following violations of 
social values vary from culture to culture, as do other ego-involved 
experiences [e.g., 15, 129]. 


SOME CONVERGING TRENDS IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 


A backward glance at this discussion of social psychology and the 
social sciences will bring the remainder of the chapter into better per- 
spective. As noted, social psychology as a scientific discipline is still 
in a formative stage. It cannot be asserted that even its subject matter 
is clearly delineated, as a glance at its textbooks readily indicates. The 
first task of this chapter, therefore, was an attempt to attain a workable 
definition of social psychology in order to talk about its relationships 
with cognate social disciplines. The main terms of the definition were 
derived from developments in psychology and social science, specified 
in their appropriate contexts. Social psychology was defined as the 
scientific study of the experience and behavior of the individual in 
relation to social-stimulus situations. 

One of the main terms in the definition, namely, “social-stimulus 
situations,” was the basis for articulation of social psychology—social 
science relationships. The give and take between the individual and the 
social-stimulus situations confronting him is on a meaningful, patterned 
level. Varieties of social-stimulus situations (including human groups 
and their culture, material and nonmaterial), are subject matters of 
sociology, cultural anthropology, and other social sciences, Analysis of 
social-stimulus situations as patterned events in space and time requires 
that the social psychologist borrow from the work of the social scientists. 
On the other hand, the study of experience and behavior necessarily 
takes the individual as its unit of analysis. Here, in turn, the social 
scientist is dependent on the psychologist. Illustrative problem areas 
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where such a conception of distinctive yet complementary levels of anal- 
ysis has or could prove fruitful were discussed briefly. 

Despite continuing confusion and controversy over important con- 
cepts and preferred research orientations, there are convergences in social 
psychology today which can best be referred to as over-all trends. On 
the whole, these trends are sufficiently general to transcend differences 
in preferred concepts and research topics. It should be noted, however, 
that they do not receive the same emphasis from all social psychologists. 
The emphasis of a given social psychologist may be on one or another 
of these trends, occasionally to the neglect of others. But it seems likely 
that every social psychologist has some concern and some part in all 
these trends and that social psychologists and social scientists have in- 
fluenced one another. 

Social psychologists of various persuasions seem to be concerned 
with the following trends: 

1. A growing emphasis on studying social behavior within a frame- 
work of interacting influences, rather than concentrating exclusively on 
either internal factors (motives, effects of past experience, organismic 
states, etc.) or external factors (e.g., groups, culture) as supreme 
determinants 

9, Positive efforts through cross-cultural and intergroup comparisons 
to achieve the perspective necessary to guard against ethnocentrism 
in drawing generalizations 

3. Increased utilization of scientific methods and techniques 


Studying Behavior as Product of Interrelated External and Internal 
Influences 


Not too many years ago, controversies between exponents of an 
individualistic approach and exponents of a group or culture-bound 
approach seemed endless. But a healthy conception emerged. It is that 
social behavior is not accountable solely on the basis of influences coming 
from the individual or solely on the basis of influences from groups and 
their culture. Rather, behavior becomes accountable when studied 
within the framework of interrelated external (e.g., social) and internal 
factors operative at a given time. In recent textbooks on social psy- 
chology, this conception of the joint determination of behavior is ex- 
pressed in one form or another, with varying emphasis and with varying 
degrees of success in its application to the topics covered. The trend 
is reflected in textbooks by Krech and Crutchfield [136], Newcomb 
[184], Hartley and Hartley [94], Asch [10], and Klineberg [130], to cite 
a few psychologists; it is reflected in the books of Faris [65], Lindesmith 
and Strauss [153], and Kimball Young [273], to cite a few sociologists. 

In bringing this trend to the foreground, gestalt psychologists con- 
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tributed substantially [e.g., 32, 135, 146]. George Herbert Mead’s con- 
ceptualization of the human “act,” with emphasis on “outer” and 
“inner” aspects, was certainly influential, especially through his teach- 
ing [168]. Bartlett’s investigations of memory were conceived in terms 
of such joint determination and were striking evidence of the utility of 
this approach to some American investigators [18]. Despite differences 
in terminology, the basic assumption of all psychologists who have con- 
tributed to the flourishing experimental investigation of “social percep- 
tion” [e.g., 34, 42, 157, 158, 195, 213, 221] and “social judgment” 
[e.g., 45, 96] is that experience and behavior are jointly determined by 
external and internal factors. Such experimentation could not make 
headway without the assumption that reduced structure of the stimulus 
field permits maximal effect of internal influences (e.g., attitudes) in 
psychological structuring. I trust that these examples are sufficient to 
indicate the scope and interdisciplinary nature of this general trend; 
it has been variously stated, for example, in the writings of Cottrell 
[50], Kluckhohn and Murray [132, p. xi], and Murphy [178]. 

The current need of research and theoretical development is a 
straightforward formulation of the frame of reference, consisting of func- 
tional relations among the interrelated external (stimulus) and internal 
factors that participate in shaping behavior. A diagram may be the sim- 
plest way to present the functional relationships of the frame of ref- 
erence of an observed behavior. It is a representation of the main terms — 
and the sequence of relationships. Interrelationships cannot be repre- 
sented so simply. This diagram is a conceptual representation of a mode 
of analysis; it is not a picture of anything. 

I will first note the sequence of relationships and then briefly char- 
acterize the main terms, basing my discussion on material presented in 
greater detail elsewhere [227, chap. 6; 228, chaps. 2, 3]. Here general- 
izations are stated in categorical form. By necessity, they are given with- 
out qualifications and supporting evidence. We have found the scheme 
most useful in developing a program to study social interaction and indi- 
vidual functioning in an interrelated way [223]. 

Note the direction of arrows in the diagram. Observed behavior, 
verbal or nonverbal, is not directly determined by external or internal 
influences. Observed behavior follows central psychological structuring, 
or patterning, of internal and external factors. Phenomenally, psycho- 
logical structuring is revealed in perceiving, judging, remembering, 
imagining, and the like. In various situations, the relative weights of 
external and internal factors in psychological structuring differ, as will 
be mentioned presently. 

Relations among external and internal factors constitute the frame 
of reference of a behavior or act, which can be adequately understood 
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only within the frame of reference of which it is a part. Thus conceived, 
an item of behavior (verbal or nonverbal) is a unit of psychological 
analysis. This has been the working conception in research practice for 
a good many psychologists for some time. Such a conception makes 
distinctions between fragmentary and unrelated reactions and an act 
(considered as situationally related and goal-directed) both unnecessary 
and confusing [e.g., 190, chap. 1]. Such a label as “act” might have 
been needed by George H. Mead to refer to the nonfragmentary and 
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Fic. 1. Diagrammatic representation of the frame of 
reference of an observed behavior at a given time, 
OB (v or nv): Observed behavior (verbal or non- 
verbal). EF: External factors (objects, persons, 
groups, cultural products, etc., in the external stim- 
ulus situation), JF: Internal factors (attitudes, emo- 
tions, states of the organism, linguistic concepts, effects 
of past experience, etc.), PS: Psychological (percep- 
tual) structuring. 
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interrelated nature of human behavior during the decades when psy- 
chologists were dealing with behavior in terms of atomistic S-R bonds 
or sensations and images as elements of mental life. 

Since an observed behavior follows central psychological structuring 
or patterning, experience and behavior constitute a unity [178]. Dif- 
ferences obtained between an expressed attitude on an issue and actual 
behavior in a relevant situation do not require a divorce of attitude 
(internal factor) from overt behavior. Rather, such contradictions imply 
a changed constellation of factors in the structuring of experience from 
the time when the individual was asked to respond to a direct question 
and the time when he confronted a relevant problem situation. Almost 
always different external factors are involved and internal factors other 


than the attitude in question are aroused. 
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“External factors” refer to stimulating situations outside the in- 
dividual at a given time—objects, events, groups and their cultural 
products, including tools and other technological items. “Internal fac- 
tors” refer to bodily states (fatigue, drowsiness, thirst), emotions, effects 
of past experience (including, as an important class, concepts derived 
from the language), attitudes, interests, and other social motives formed 
at the time. Internal factors are not observed directly. They are neces- 
sarily inferred from behavior (verbal or nonverbal) in relation to given 
stimulating conditions. 

Psychological structuring is determined jointly by external and in- 
ternal factors contributing in varying degrees in given conditions. In 
1929, Köhler stressed the “bipolar character” of psychological structur- 
ing in these words: “Apart from drowsiness and similar states of low 
vitality, the organization of the total field will almost always have just 
that bipolar character, the self being directed to something else or from 
it” [135, p. 323]. 

In the joint determination of psychological patterning, we find a 
sound basis for psychological selectivity. The facts of psychological 
selectivity make it difficult to conceive of perception or judgment as 
simply cognitive affairs. In the “open” stimulus field encountered by 
the individual from day to day, in contrast to the “constricted” stimulus 
field presented in a laboratory experiment, what stands out for the indi- 
vidual as figure and what is relegated to the background are determined 
to a significant extent by motivational factors. Laboratory experiments 
for many decades have shown that only a limited number of stimulus 
items can be attended to, perceived, judged, or remembered at a given 
time. Which items are singled out of an open stimulus field is de- 
termined not merely by the compelling properties of the stimulus, but to 
a great extent by the motivational or attitudinal relevance of the stimu- 
lus to the individual. In this area, the social psychologist’s findings on 
effects of attitudes or ego-involvement and the social scientist’s findings 
on the patterned properties of social-stimulus situations can supplement 
one another. 

The primary psychological tendency is toward structuring experience, 
and structuring ordinarily precedes the analysis of parts. (This is the 
reason why, during the period when analysis of elements was considered 
the main objective of psychology, graduate students had to be trained 
rigorously as observers before they could single out elements to report.) 
Internal structuring or patterning is not an additive affair. Objects and 
events in the external field are perceived or judged in terms of the rela- 
tions of their parts rather than as discrete items. Likewise, internal fac- 
tors contribute as related parts, rather than as isolated sovereign 
“movers” of behavior. External factors and internal factors contributing 
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to psychological structuring become interrelated. Any item (external 
or internal) functioning in the system of relations, which constitutes the 
frame of reference at a given time, is affected by other factors. Herein 
lies the psychological basis of the differential or “emergent” effects of 
social situations as compared with individual situations. 

Stimulus situations which are themselves highly structured, clear cut, 
or unequivocal set limits for alternatives in psychological structuring. 
Compelling stimulus structure in a given dimension permits compara- 
tively little variation in the way people perceive or judge that dimen- 
sion, Consensus of opinion concerning highly structured dimensions of 
a stimulus situation is reached very rapidly [253]. The implications of 
this point are apparent in connection with the effects of material cul- 
ture. Attempts to influence the individual toward an alternative which is 
contradicted by properties of stimulus situations are increasingly unsuc- 
cessful as the discriminated aspect becomes more clear cut; even indi- 
viduals who are influenced are likely to see the situation as bizarre [11]. 

On the other hand, in stimulus situations lacking objective structure 
in one or several dimensions, alternatives for psychological structuring 
are increased. An application of this general principle for social psy- 
chology is that in social situations with ambiguous or equivocal aspects, 
the individual is more easily influenced by suggestions from others in 
perceiving or judging those aspects. This finding provides the sociologist 
with a psychological basis for some of his own recurring observations. 
The sociologist has observed that times of social instability and crises 
are fertile grounds for the rise and standardization of new slogans, new 
norms, and new forms of social organization [28, 60]. The norm-for- 
mation experiments, which utilized the autokinetic effect as a situation 
lacking objective structure in a given dimension, were based both on the 
above psychological principle and on the observations by sociologists 
concerning such new standardizations [221]. 

Experiments systematically varying external stimulus structure and 
covarying internal factors will clarify some problems of individual- 
society relationship. Promising starts have been made in this direction, 
as exemplified by the works of Coffin [48], Luchins [157, 158], and 
J. D. Thrasher [248]. To summarize just one experiment, Thrasher 
covaried external stimulus structure in a given dimension and the nature 
of interpersonal relationships (friendship and nonfriendship between 
subjects). His results show that when the external stimulus field is rela- 
tively more structured, external stimulus factors weigh more heavily in 
determining judgment of the stimulus; but as the stimulus dimension be- 
ing judged becomes less structured, the influence of internal factors 
(attitudes toward a friend) is relatively greater. 

While denying the sovereign power of any set of factors for every 
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instance of psychological structuring, the conception of joint determina- 
tion outlined here implies that various factors in the frame of reference 
have differing relative weights at a given time. Such relative weights 
are not absolute, of course, being affected by interrelationships among 
various operative factors. Nevertheless, studies of social influence and 
motive arousal in situations of varying objective structure, such as those 
mentioned above, suggest a regularity or lawfulness of the conditions in 
which external factors or internal factors carry greater relative weights. 
Doubtless systematic variation of factors affecting psychological selec- 
tivity will clarify further regularities. 

In any specific research, it is necessary to recognize that certain 
factors function as limiting influences. Such limiting factors are de- 
cisive in determining salient characteristics of psychological patterning 
and hence behavior. They are referred to as “anchorages” or “anchoring 
agents.” The currently developing concept of reference groups stemmed 
from a study of judgments of status [109] which extended psychophysical 
experiments on reference scales and anchorages by using different groups 
as the standard for judgment. A reference group is conceived as a major 
anchorage for the individual in his social ties [228]. With a shift in 
reference groups, significant changes occur in the individual’s evaluation 
of various aspects of social life [e.g., 150, 171, 183]. Systematic investiga- 
tion of the relative weights of factors under varying conditions is the 
most difficult but essential task of future research. 


Checks against Effects of Ethnocentrism 


Perception and judgment of objects, persons, and events of the social 
world are influenced by the individual’s internal standards or attitudes 
formed through contact with the social norms of his reference groups. AS 
a result, there is a tendency to see things from the viewpoint of one’s 
own group and to evaluate them in terms of its major premises. This 
tendency, referred to as “ethnocentrism” since Sumner’s days, is not 
peculiar to members of any particular culture. Scientists are not immune 
to errors and distortions stemming from their ethnocentrisms. Scientists 
whose subject matter concerns human individuals, groups, and their 
products are necessarily in greater jeopardy than others from this source. 

Anthropological studies like those of Malinowski, Boas, and Margaret 
Mead were profoundly influential in making social psychologists aware 
of the pitfalls of universalizing research findings obtained within their 
own sociocultural settings. Research on measurement of abilities and 
traits was also important in this respect. In the decades preceding the 
1930s, research findings ranking various human groupings in terms of 
“superiority” and “inferiority” of intelligence were presented. The com- 
parative and longitudinal research by Klineberg [127, 128] and others 
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demonstrated convincingly that these rankings were altered when the 
findings were related to sociocultural conditions. 

Subsequently, prominent investigators of psychological measurement 
have become aware that their tests are standardized on the basis of per- 
formance by individuals in specific societies and usually within a rather 
narrow segment of the population. The tasks chosen are those significant 
in the particular cultural group [e.g., 86]. Following their extensive sur- 
vey of “individual and group differences in behavior,” Anastasi and 
Foley concluded: 

Since all types of behavior are influenced by the subject’s stimulational 
background, it follows that psychological data obtained within any one 
cultural group cannot be generalized to cover all human behavior. Many 
statements offered under the heading of general psychology are not general 
at all, but are based upon human behavior as it develops within a single 
culture [6, p. 838]. 


Anastasi [5] has suggested that “culture-free” tests of abilities and 
traits are not feasible and that this can be demonstrated through con- 
trasting results obtained when a trait or performance is selected in terms 
of its importance to a particular group. For example, a Draw-a-horse 
test standardized on performance by American Indian children worked 
to the decided disadvantage of white American children. Evidence indi- 
cates that similar differences result from evaluation of “personality” tests 
based on norms of different socioeconomic classes [12] or different cul- 
tural groups [129]. It has been suggested that awareness of such socio- 
cultural variations implies revision, possibly radical revision, in many 
concepts used in the study of abilities and personality. A concrete 
example is furnished by findings on intelligence testing in Peru where 
mental age and consequently intelligence quotient for school children 
are “in an inverse relationship with their Chronological Age” [27, p. 38]. 

Effects of ethnocentrism on drawing conclusions from social-psycho- 
logical research can be illustrated briefly in the area of group research. 
During the decades 1910-1930, various scholars reported experimental 
results which on the whole seemed to indicate a tendency toward 
mediocrity of performance in groups. More recently it has been shown 
repeatedly that interaction in groups may result in improved performance 
and changed attitudes of individual members in socially desirable di- 
rections. Thus it cannot be concluded that leveling of performance to- 
ward the group mean is an inevitable consequence of group interaction. 
The results of performance in any particular group are dependent both 
on the nature of the task and on the properties of the group in question 
[cf. 125]. Similarly, studies of the “group-decision” method for changing 
attitudes and behavior developed by Lewin and his associates [148] 
suggest limitations in drawing general conclusions concerning its 
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superiority over other techniques. Briefly, group-decision studies in the 
American setting reported more frequent attitude change and per- 
sistence of change when individuals participated actively in making a 
decision with an informal “resource person” than when given a lecture 
presenting information in favor of the advocated change. However, both 
for Hindu and German individuals, the group-decision technique proved 
relatively ineffective [180, pp. 114-115; 264, pp. 66-67]. 

The fact that such checks have been made on these and other topics 
is evidence of the growing awareness among social psychologists that 
definite procedures are necessary to guard against ethnocentric conclu- 
sions, Since the social psychologist, like any human being, is psycho- 
logically related to certain groups—a national group, a socioeconomic 
class, a school of thought, or a laboratory atmosphere—checks on the 
effects of his ethnocentrisms are becoming standard procedure in 
evaluating his conclusions. The checks generally recognized as helpful 
in minimizing ethnocentric generalizations and actually employed for 
this purpose include (1) cross-cultural comparisons, (2) comparisons 
among groups within differentiated societies, and (3) historical com- 
parisons within the same culture. 

All such checks imply clear specification of the social-stimulus con- 
ditions under which findings are obtained. This is one reason why social- 
stimulus situations have been discussed rather extensively in this chapter 
and why their specification as external factors was stressed as an initial 
step, prior to investigation of their contribution in psychological struc- 
turing. As Daniel Katz has suggested, the “phenomenological bias” in 
much contemporary social psychology is sometimes responsible for 
aise of important properties of social-stimulus conditions 

h > 

Cross-cultural, intergroup, and historical comparisons as checks 
against ethnocentrism do not imply an unbridled cultural or historical 
relativism. Cultural relativism notes observed cultural variations in be- 
havior but carries the further unwarranted assumption that principles 
governing behavior have to be derived separately on the basis of each 
culture. Such a view amounts to assuming total determination of be- 
havior by social organization and culture [cf. 95]. On the contrary, 
social psychology is proceeding more and more on the assumption that 
basic principles of psychological functioning are the same for all in- 
dividuals, and that variations in behavior in different cultures are 
governed by the same principles. In fact, cross-cultural and historical 
comparisons are necessary in order that general laws and principles can 
be attained in social psychology. 

The adolescent period represents a rather well-documented example 
to clarify the above point. Early investigators of adolescence in the 
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socially prescribed roles and statuses, both of which precipitate a process 
of re-formation of the individual's ego or self-constellation, ‘The content, 
manner, and extent of change in ego-attitudes do vary from culture to 
culture, But recognition of basic uniformities permits active investigation 
of processes underlying reorganization during this period [14, pp- 
xiii, 22). 

Increased Use of Scientific Methods and Techniques 

Social psychology today is characterized by its active research orien- 
tation, Its textbooks, written by authors both from psychology and 
sociology departments, attempt to utilize research data whenever avail- 
able, in contrast to the more speculative content of much influential 
literature of earlier periods, Efforts to devise more refined methods and 
techniques for obtaining data and for measuring and analyzing data 
have been a characteristic activity in the field in recent year. Par- 
ticularly during the last decade, publications surveying problems and 
methods of research designs, of techniques employed, of actual conduct 
of research and treatment of data are distinctive evidence of this trend 
in social psychology [e.g., 111, 122, 155). 

It would be unfortunate to leave the impression that in social pry- 
chology scientific method is conceived in terms of research design and 
measurement techniques, independent of theory and concepts. It has 
been noted that development of integrative theory with direct bearing 
on actual research data is not proceeding as rapidly as refinement ol 
techniques [e.g., 33]. However, as Crutchfield [52) and Robert French 
[75] noted in their annual reviews in 1954 and 1956, respectively, the 
construction of theoretical models on a small scale is increasingly prev- 
alent. Some of these efforts have attempted to propose mathematical 
definitions and postulates. As research and measurement techniques be- 


French’s statement of the frequent dilemma encountered in such at- 
tempts is pertinent. As he noted, “The very precision which gives power 
to the theory also tends to oversimplify it. For reasons of mathematical 
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convenience one tends to make simple assumptions which so restrict the 
theory that it seems unrealistic compared to the complexity observed 
in social behavior’ [74, p. 181]. 

One notable feature of the trend toward refined procedures, tech- 
niques, and modes of analysis is its marked interdisciplinary character. 
Social psychology has borrowed techniques freely from research devel- 
opments in fellow disciplines (e.g., content analysis, participant observa- 
tion, analysis of interaction process, and several other ‘“‘field” methods). 
Social psychologists have mingled freely with sociologists, political sci- 
entists, and investigators in applied areas in developing more refined 
survey methods, interviewing of various kinds, a variety of question- 
naires, rating scales, attitude scales, and tests. They have been sensitive 
to techniques developed in child psychology (e.g., observation methods), 
experimental psychology, and clinical psychology (e.g., “projective” 
techniques), and prone to adapt them for use in their own research 
problems. 

Because many of its investigators were nurtured in psychological 
laboratories, experimentation in social psychology has been a prominent 
activity, even more so since Murphy, Murphy, and Newcomb’s Experi- 
mental Social Psychology in 1937 [182]. The advantages and prestige of 
laboratory experimentation have continued to attract social psycholo- 
gists, whatever their academic origins, and to attract sociologists, notably 
those interested in small groups. While the range of topics investigated in 
the laboratory has greatly expanded, a growing number of investigators 
display healthy caution against unqualified reliance solely on the labora- 
tory experiment. It has been noted that some “crucial variables and re- 
lationships cannot be reproduced under laboratory conditions” [111, 
p. 337] and that in establishing necessary controls and manipulating 
conditions in the laboratory artifice may be the end product [e.g., 68]. 
As a result, serious discussions of the roles of the laboratory and the field 
in social-psychological research have been under way [e.g., 199]. The 
problem of discussion has centered largely around when and how each 
method should be used to speed continued development of valid general 
principles. 

The value of field research for laboratory experimentation is recog- 
nized both as a source of new hypotheses and as a check on the validity 
of conclusions [cf. 68, p. 141]. Field work can, as in Newcomb’s Ben- 
nington study [183], provide crucial evidence of hypothesized relation- 
ships between social-stimulus conditions and psychological variables or, 
as in the analysis of survey data by Lazarsfeld and his associates [142], 
it can indicate relationships obscured in the multifaceted nature of social 
life. Again, the participant observer can bring from his intensive and 
longitudinal study of social groupings a rounded “natural history,” such 


Social Psychology: Problems and Trends 77 


as Whyte’s Street Corner Society [268]. Here in the field of actual life 
are the variables and the relationships we must ultimately deal with. 
But how are we to bring them into the laboratory without mutilating 
their essential properties? And how are we to specify and refine our 
understanding of them without greater control than the field ordinarily 
permits? 

There is, of course, no single solution, and explorations will continue. 
In the meantime, several steps seem to be proceeding simultaneously. On 
the one hand, design of laboratory experiments becomes more ingenious, 
and care in guarding against the possibilities of artifice is increasingly 
evident [e.g., 52, 69]. On the other hand, efforts to improve the stand- 
ards and techniques used in the field continue; the extensive use and 
improvement of sociometric techniques is only one example. In addi- 
tion, at least since the Western Electric studies, there has been applied 
research or action research introducing changed conditions in the field 
[73]. Such investigations, as well as detailed studies of “natural” change, 
like The Invasion from Mars [39], are indispensable in keeping theory 
in close touch with real life and in suggesting hypotheses for further 
research. Yet applied research has some built-in handicaps. The in- 
vestigator seldom has sufficient control to manipulate variables to the ex- 
tent possible in the laboratory. He is sometimes under considerable pres- 
sure from the sponsors to restrict his research to problems which appear 
practical to them and which may or may not be practical in long-range 
terms [cf. 121, 240]. 

There is another possibility—that field and laboratory may be inte- 
grated in single research designs by establishing thoroughgoing control 
over a lifelike situation and by manipulating conditions to produce the 
social conditions found in the field, at least in their most essential as- 
pects [223]. Such an approach cannot supplant field investigations, but 
it can bring the laboratory and its methods of control and techniques 
into the field when the problems of study are amenable to investigation 
in manageable social units. 

An example of the above approach is our series of experiments on 
group formation and intergroup relations started in 1948 [226, 227, 
229, 228, chaps. 6, 9]. One of the main theoretical objectives of ‚these 
studies was demonstration of the feasibility of experimentation on inter- 
group relations. Initially, extensive surveys were made of empirical 
findings on friendship and hostility, and cooperation and competition be- 
tween groups and their individual members. These surveys led to the 
generalization that a prerequisite for the experimental study of inter- 
group relations is the formation of delineated groups. Before it can be 
said that there are relations between groups, there have to be identifiable 
group organizations or structures. 
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Therefore, the design of the experiments was in successive stages to 
be carried out over a period of time. The first stage was devoted to the 
experimental formation of groups among previously unacquainted in- 
dividuals. To control subject selection and ensure that backgrounds of 
subjects be homogeneous in crucial respects and to control conditions 
of interaction during the experiments, the location of facilities, and the 
timing of events, summer camps for boys in isolated sites were established 
as the experimental settings. 

The group-formation hypothesis predicted that when individuals 
interact in a series of problem situations embodying goals that require 
coordination of activities for their attainment, a group would form, con- 
sisting of an organization of differentiated status positions and a set of 
norms peculiar to the group [227]. Example of such a problem situation: 
Preparing ingredients available in bulk form, cooking them, and serving 
a meal when everyone was hungry. 

Clearly, specific criteria had to be used for determining when groups 
were formed. In line with the discussion of small groups earlier 
in this chapter, the criteria included in the hypothesis for this purpose 
were (1) the rise of an identifiable status structure or organization, as 
measured by the relative frequency of effective initiative displayed by 
each member, and (2) the rise of an identifiable set of rules or norms, 
as measured by frequency and regularity of their observance and the 
spontaneous application of correctives by fellow members for behavior 
deviating beyond the latitude of acceptable behavior defined by the rules 
or norms. 

When the criteria were satisfied by the formation of two groups, the 
second stage of the experiments was devoted to study of relations between 
groups thus formed. The hypotheses concerned the conditions of inter- 
action between groups which would be conducive to hostility between 
them and to its reduction. Therefore, the two groups came into functional 
contact in a series of situations which involved competition and in which 
the attainment of goals by one group implied the deprivation or frustra- 
tion of the other group. Example: A tournament of team games with 
prizes to the victorious group. As a result of successive win-or-lose en- 
counters of this sort, readily identifiable unfavorable attitudes and con- 
sistently hostile actions developed between the groups. Operationally, 
unfavorable attitudes were measured by the frequency and stabilization 
of negative stereotypes of the out-group and its members, the “social 
distance” maintained between the groups, and manifest attempts toward 
hostile encounters. 

_ In the last experiments [226], the final stage was devoted to condi- 
tions proposed as conducive to reduction of intergroup conflict. First, a 
series of situations was introduced involving physical contiguity in 
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pleasant activities which each individual in the separate groups actively 
wanted. Examples: A sumptuous meal or an entertainment to which 
the two groups were invited to enjoy in the same hall. These occasions 
for contact, which required no coordination of efforts to attain the de- 
sired activity, were utilized by each group for further recrimination and 
fights with the other. 

In the second period of conditions for the reduction of intergroup 
hostility, a series of goals which were compelling and highly desired by 
both groups was introduced in apparently natural situations. The goal 
was attainable only through the joint efforts of the two groups. Ex- 
amples: A threatened water shortage owing to dysfunction of the supply 
system; preparations for a much-desired outing which required greater 
efforts and resources than either group could provide separately. Such 
goals were termed “superordinate goals.” 

A series of situations embodying superordinate goals over a period of 
time did bring about a reduction of intergroup hostility and an increase 
in friendly relations between the groups, as measured by the reduction 
of unfavorable stereotypes and an increase in favorable conceptions of 
the other group and its members, as well as actions toward collaborating 
with the other group observed in situations prepared to test such reactions. 

The advantages gained by integrating field and laboratory ap- 
proaches when feasible are these: 

1. By painstaking efforts, the naturalness of real life situations in the 
eyes of individual participants can be attained. In the group experiments 
mentioned aboye, the subjects perceived the experimental situation as 
a summer camp and did not suspect that from the beginning the con- 
ditions and activities in which they interacted were being controlled and 
manipulated. They were not aware that their behavior was constantly 
observed and rated. Every effort was made to make measurement tech- 
niques a natural part of the situation by presenting them in the form 
of activities appropriate in the situation. 

2, Because experimental control extends to choice of subjects in 
accordance with specified criteria and to location of the experiment and 
activities engaged in, the precision of laboratory manipulation of variables 
need not be sacrificed. Since intergroup relations were focal in these 
studies, subjects were chosen to constitute homogeneous samples in order 
that differences in background (e.g., socioeconomic, religious, ethnic, 
educational) and personal characteristics (¢.g., intelligence, modes of so- 
cial “adjustment”) would be minimized as prior sources of antagonism or 
friendship among them. Experimental locations were isolated and com- 
pletely under the investigators’ control. The proximity of subjects to one 
another and their activities could be varied according to predetermined 
plans. Thus, rather clear-cut evidence was obtained to test hypotheses 
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based on sociological observations of the conditions of group formation 
and of specified intergroup relations [cf. 55, pp. 113-115]. By intro- 
ducing over a period of time activities and goals which required inter- 
dependent efforts by a number of individuals, social groups essentially 
similar to those of real life were produced among individuals who were 
not previously acquainted. These experimental conditions were sufficient 
for group formation, even when individuals had not initially expressed 
natural liking (in the form of sociometric choices) for other members. 

In order to rule out possible explanation of group formation in terms 
of variables other than the experimental conditions, the stage of group 
formation in the first experiment in 1949 [227] was preceded by a 
period of freedom in the choice of associates in various activities. As a 
result, friendship clusters of two or three individuals began to form. In 
dividing subjects for the stage of group formation, these friendship 
clusters were deliberately split by assigning best friends to different 
groups. Thus, at the beginning of the period of group formation, only 
a third of the friendship choices were for individuals in the same group, 
while two-thirds were directed toward individuals in the other group. 
Following conditions introduced as conducive to group formation, the 
friendship choices were reversed and restricted almost exclusively to 
fellow members of one’s own group [227, p. 268]. 

When conditions of initial contact between groups were planned so 
that one group could achieve the goal only by preventing the other 
group from doing so, group conflict resulted, as predicted. In the more 
recent experiment, the group conflict thus engendered was experimentally 
reduced through the introduction of a series of superordinate goals which 
were compelling and highly desired by members of both groups, but 
attainable only through the joint efforts of the two groups working 
together [226]. 

3. Because subject backgrounds and experimental conditions and 
their alteration are controlled, it becomes possible to specify crucial 
stimulus variables in the formation of social attitudes and to assess the 
psychological effects of these attitudes as a function of developing group 
membership through precise laboratory techniques suitably adapted to 
the phenomenally natural situations of the subjects. The group experi- 
ments utilized primarily judgmental reactions in relation to performance 
of laboratory-type tasks which could be introduced at critical choice 
points in the experimental design without unnecessarily cluttering the 
natural flow of interaction [228, chaps. 6, 9]. Such techniques yield data 
in quantitative form. 

In the highly complex setting of the field, in the laboratory-in-the- 
field, or even in some aspect of the field created in the laboratory, it is 
recognized that the selectivity of the investigator may influence the 
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kind of data obtained and thus the kind of conclusions drawn. The 
most effective safeguard at present is the use of a combination of 
methods whose results can be checked one against another [cf. 122, 141, 
223]. Thus in the group experiments referred to above, results obtained 
by participant observers were checked against independent ratings of 
other observers, sociometric techniques, stereotype ratings by the subjects, 
and several techniques adapted from the laboratory. The use of a 
combination of methods, continual cross-checking of laboratory and field 
findings, and feasible measures to integrate field and laboratory ap- 
proaches may be among the steps toward ensuring the validity of gen- 
eralizations based on social-psychological research. 
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I, INTRODUCTION 


Social attitude provides a traditional theme in social psychology at 
the levels of both theory and empirical research. Gordon Allport [3] 
and W. I. Thomas [159] have called it social psychology’s central prob- 
lem. In several of the decades of quantitative social psychology’s brief 
history, research on social attitudes has been the dominating concern 
[e.g., 121, pp. 889-1046]. While not so in this past decade, the topic 
remains nonetheless of substantial importance. Particularly is this so if 
one includes consideration of the neologisms which introduce the old 
problem in modern works. 

The field of primary reference for this chapter is thus a subtopic 
in social psychology, to wit, the theory and measurement of social at- 
titudes, The fields of secondary reference chosen for this study of inter- 
relationship issues come primarily from general psychology. Perception 
and learning theory are the most prominent of these, entering as sources 
of the major competing theoretical interpretations of social attitudes. The 
field of individual differences and their measurement provides a third 
psychological reference field. Sociology enters in two ways: (1) social- 
attitude research has been as important a part of sociology as of psy- 
chology; and (2) sociology is invoked for a description of the environ- 
mental attributes to which the social attitudes refer and in contact with 
which they have been learned. 

The interrelationship issues broached are these: 

1. An effort to define social attitude places this concept among a 
large and growing group of social science concepts, all referring to 
acquired behavioral dispositions and all functionally definable in essen- 
tially the same terms, even though in dictionary meanings the concepts 
may be quite incommensurable. The center of discussion shifts at this 
point to the generic acquired behavioral disposition. 

2. The conditions of data collection in social psychology are judged 
to generate a divisive influence on the conceptualizations of social psy- 
chologists, dividing them into behaviorist and quasi-phenomenological 
camps, according to whether they observe or interview their subjects. An 
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effort is made to demonstrate the empirical convergence or equivalence 
of the two types of dispositional concepts resulting and to provide 
translation between them. The concept of attitude is judged a valuable 
intermediary just because it has the multiple connotations of “view of the 
world” and “predisposition to respond.” 

3. In a similar way, conceptualizations distinguishing means and 
ends are examined, and the ubiquity of ends connotation is argued. 

4. Finally, the theoretical orientation is related to the practices of 
attitude measurement and the issue of attitude inconsistency. 

The interrelationship issues to be dealt with and the integrative 
resolution attempted can be introduced by quoting from an effort to 


define social attitudes made by the present writer over ten years ago 
[20, pp. 31-32]: 


Research on social attitudes has been justly criticized for a lack of com- 
mon definition of the concept, and for a failure to integrate definition and 
measurement procedures, This diversity of definition has been in odd con- 
trast with the obvious similarity of research procedures. This paradox arises 
from definitional attempts which confound explanations of the phenomena 
with the process of pointing to the phenomena. It is the contention of the 
present writer that agreement on the implicit operational (or pointing) 
definition of attitudes is already present. As a tentative formulation the 
following is offered: A social attitude is (or is evidenced by) consistency in 
response to social objects. If we look at definitions utilizing concepts of set, 
or readiness to respond—for example, Allport [3]: “An attitude is a mental 
and neural state of readiness, organized through experience and exerting a 
directive or dynamic influence upon the individual’s response to all objects 
and situations to which it is related’”—and ask for the evidence of a “mental 
and neural state of readiness,” the symptoms of a “directive or dynamic 
influence,” criteria as to the “objects and situations to which it is related,” 
these evidences will be, in final analysis, consistency or predictability among 
responses, An individual’s social attitude is a syndrome of response consistency 
with regard to social objects. And even those whose behavioristic orientation 
leads to a rejection of such mentalistic definitions as Allport’s and who would 
say with Bain [7] and Horowitz [72, p. 142], “Essentially . . . the attitude 
must be considered a response rather than a set to respond,’—in research 
practice do not equate isolated responses with attitudes; but on the contrary, 
look for the appearance of response consistencies. This is dramatically 
evidenced by Horowitz’s [71] use of the appearance of consistent differen- 
tiated response to photographs of Negro and white children to mark the 
occurrence of race prejudice in children. 


This definitional effort seemed to have the advantage of conveying 
the common meanings in the principal efforts at formal definition and 
the implicit definitions of research usage. But the definition has the 
weakness of being equally appropriate to a very large number of social 
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science concepts, ranging from sentiment to expectancy to Anschauung 
to social habit. This unsatisfactory state of affairs might be resolved in 
several ways. One might declare this whole host of terms synonyms 
or one might look for the more specific definitional qualifiers which 
would differentiate each from the others. The strategy of this paper 
partakes of both. It looks to the generic concept for which this definitional 
effort is appropriate, a concept for which attitude, expectancy, habit, 
and the like, would all be subspecies. It then tentatively hypothesizes that 
all of these terms are synonyms until operational evidence distinguishing 
them be brought forth. 

No name for the whole genus of terms is in common usage, but “dis- 
position” has been used occasionally in psychology and sociology for this 
purpose, as by Stout in 1899 [155, pp. 76-81] and by Faris in 1931 [47, 
p- 7]. If we add a qualifier and make it “behavioral disposition,” the 
usage is not out of keeping with that of philosophy. Since in the area 
of social psychology, we today regard attitude and most of the other 
dispositional constructs as learned or acquired, the total phrase “acquired 
behavioral dispositions” will be used to indicate the genus of interest. 
The section which follows will deal with this genus in terms of three 
subtopics. The first will look to that ubiquitous aspect of these acquired- 
behavioral-disposition terms which refer to their status as residues of ex- 
perience. The second will deal with that aspect of them all which refers 
to the coordination of behavior in environments, and with the particular 
problem of diagnosing dispositions after they have been acquired. The 
third subtopic will attempt to offer an expanded perspective on modes 
of acquiring and expressing acquired behavioral dispositions. 


II. ACQUIRED BEHAVIORAL DISPOSITIONS 


Common Characteristic: Residues of Experience 


It is a commonplace observation that for human and other organisms, 
behavior is modified as a result of experience, that somehow a person 
retains residues of experience of such a nature as to guide, bias, or 
otherwise influence later behavior. This pervasive fact has been noted 
and conceptualized by most social scientists. Individually and collectively, 
they have given the process many and diverse labels. Today there isa 
surfeit of such concepts, and each new theoretical effort seems to increase 
the number. 

It seems that the multiplicity of such conceptualizations has increased 
in recent decades, that efforts to coordinate terminology may have de- 
creased, and that the student in the social sciences is today faced with 
more confusing alternative sets of competing languages than he might 
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have faced at the turn of the century when physiologists, psychologists, 
and sociologists, for example, were all willing to speak of habits with some 
feeling of mutual understanding. Such an increased number of terms 
might reflect an increase in the scope of the behavioral sciences, an ex- 
panding of boundaries, and an incorporation of new fields, so that the 
increase in concepts represents an increase in the number of processes 
described and in the number of facts accumulated. On the other hand, 
it might be possible that the increase in the number of concepts is 
due solely to the increase in the number of social scientists. In an 
area of science in which the discipline of experimentation is not 
present and in which the temptations of narcissistic pseudoinnovation 
are strong, an increase in the number of persons active in the field might 
in itself increase the number of schools and terminologies. The social sci- 
entist of today seems to feel quite justified in creating a new terminology 
without any effort to translate his neologisms into the terms of others or 
into concepts so traditional that they no longer bear the label of any one 
man’s theoretical thinking. There may be some truth in both of these ex- 
planations. However, it seems probable that a more important reason for 
the multiplicity of terms at the current moment is that we are going 
through a phase in which the inadequacy of the older conceptualizations 
has become clear, with a resulting diversity of explorations for better 
conceptualizations. 

Terms thus referring to the residues of experience are so diverse in 
nature and so apparently dissimilar that an illustration may help to jus- 
tify the present effort to treat them under the same rubric. Let us take a 
simple example of a child who is allowed to explore a room that contains 
a number of boxes. Box C always contains candy; box § gives a shock 
whenever it is opened. With sufficient time in the room the child accumu- 
lates experience which serves to modify behavior in certain uniform 
and predictable ways. This process might be characterized by varying 
behavioral scientists in some of the following ways: 


A descriptive behaviorist of the Skinner [144] or Brunswik [17, 18] 
variety might describe the change or the learning in terms of the probability 
values of certain responses to objects on the part of the child. As a result 
of the experience, the probability of the child’s touching box C has gone up, 
and the probability of the child’s touching box S has gone down. 


Kurt Lewin [93] might have described the situation as a change in the 
life space of the child. Whereas initially the life space of the child was 
undifferentiated, with no such objects as A, B, C, or S existing in it, after 
the experience, the life space has become more structured, and the two ob- 
jects and regions C and § have emerged in it with clear-cut positive and 
negative valences. These valences induce forces which will result in the 
child’s locomotion away from region $ and toward region C. Lewin would 
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emphasize that you cannot predict the child’s behavior simply by knowing 
that he is in a room in which there are objects A, B, C, and S, but that 
you must know in addition how these objects appear in the child’s life space, 
what kinds of valences they have, and what resulting forces impel him 
toward or away from them. Knowing how the child structures its life 
space, we can then predict behavior. Inferences as to this structuring may be 
made by observing the behavior, using essentially the same data as that re- 
corded by the descriptive behaviorist. Hallowell [60], using Kofka’s concept 
of the behavioral environment, might make a similar description. 

George Herbert Mead [106] would perhaps have summarized the ex- 
perience in terms of the development of the objects S and G for the per- 
son and would have emphasized that in the image of the object was con- 
tained its rewardingness, punishingness, or general utility; that in the 
image of the object were the potentialities or readinesses for response to 
it, 

In conditioning theory as elaborated by Hull [75] and Spence [149, 
150], for example, one might speak of the development of two habits in 
which the stimulus C led to the response of touching and the stimulus $ 
led to the response of withdrawing or running away, emphasizing the 
effects of the reinforcements of candy and shock on certain of the low- 
strength initial stimulus-response connections which were involved in the 
original exploration. Within this same tradition one might also speak of 
acquired drives instigated by the boxes or of the secondary reinforcement 
value which they had acquired. 

In the Freudian tradition, one might describe the resultants of the ex- 

perience in motivational terms, saying that a positive cathexis had been 
developed toward box C and a negative cathexis toward box S$, or one 
might use the term fixation, although admittedly these potent terms might 
be reluctantly applied to such a trivial instance. 
_ In the language of one of the most influential postwar developments 
in social psychology as practiced in psychology departments, there is 
emphasis upon the effects of experience, particularly motive-relevant 
experience, upon perceptual thresholds. Bruner [16] and Postman [134] 
might speak in this situation of the child’s sensitization to box C or the 
lowered perceptual threshold for seeing box C, with implicitly the greater 
likelihood of responding to box C because of its greater perceptual prom- 
inence. (In the case of box $, the application of their theory is less clear. 
Some presentations lead to the expectation of a heightened perceptual 
defense for box S, other presentations to perceptual vigilance.) l 

In older languages of social science we might be willing to discuss the 
content of the child’s idea of C, and idea of S; or the child’s images of 
C and S, and the manner in which they have been built up by contiguity 
with shock and candy. Or in a more general humanistic tradition we 
might be willing to say that the child had acquired knowledge of C and 
S; that whereas initially they had no meaning for the child they now had 
acquired meaning, or that they now represented values to the child. We 
could similarly speak of the orientations and attitudes which the child 
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had developed, of innovations in his definition of the situation, etc. We 
could speak about his anticipations, expectations, or expectancies with 
regard to the future if the courses of action of touching C or S were 
taken, of the altered nature of his Weltanschauung, of his beliefs or dis- 
positions with regard to these objects, etc. 


This simple-minded illustration certainly cannot be taken as demon- 
strating the equivalence of the terms, Few of the theorists cited would ac- 
cept in detail this utilization of their terminology. Many of the terms were 
developed to emphasize nuances in much more complex situations and in 
quite other arenas of human behavior. Nonetheless, it is hoped that the 
illustration makes plausible the possibility of overlap, of some mutual 
relevance among these conceptualizations at least sufficient to justify more 
detailed exploration into the terminological forest. It is hoped also that the 
illustration makes it conceivable that superficially quite dissimilar ter- 
minologies may be describing essentially the same facts and processes. 
Coutu’s [39] discussion is also to this point. To further illustrate the 
multiplicity of concepts available, here is a list of terms, all of which— 
in part, at least—call attention to the fact that experience has modified 
the behavioral tendencies of the organism: 


acquired drive determining tendency memory 
adaptation disposition mental image 
adjustment engram motive 
Anschauung evaluation need disposition 
anticipation expectancy neurobiotaxis 
apperceptive mass expectation notion 
association experience object 
attitude fixation opinion 
behavioral environ- frame of reference orientation 
ment goal past history of rein- 
belief hab forcement 
bent habit perceptual sensitiza- 
canalization hypothesis tion 
cathectic orientation idea percept 
cathexis imprinting perseveration 
cell assembly integrative field personality trait 
cognitive map intention predisposition (ac- 
cognitive structure interest quired) 
concept judgment prejudgment 
conditioned reflex knowledge representation 
conviction learning response disposition 
definition of the situ- life space response latency 
ation meaning response probability 
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response threshold stereotype tinsit 
role perception synaptic threshold trace 
schema change valence 
sentiment tendency value 
set 


Common Characteristic: Coordinators of Behavior in Environments 


The social scientist frequently makes bold to diagnose acquired be- 
havioral dispositions in specific organisms without having observed the 
past history of the organism. This constitutes a major part of the research 
activity in social attitudes. Most of the specific acquired behavioral dis- 
positions mentioned above are similar in this respect. We can in some in- 
stances diagnose the orientations, expectations, cathexes, habits, sets, etc., 
of organisms whose past histories and environments we have not known. 
These diagnostic procedures in some sense constitute an operational def- 
inition of the disposition. The present argument is that all acquired be- 
havioral dispositions share a generic form of operational definition, 

In the quotation cited above, social attitude was defined as (or as 
evidenced by) “consistency in response to social objects,” or as “a syn- 
drome of response consistency with regard to social objects.” But in spite 
of the acceptance which this definition has had, it seems to have a hidden 
circularity, or to beg the question. How, for example, do we opera- 
tionally decide what is a social object for the organism if not by re- 
sponse consistency? How do we determine what molecular responses are 
equivalent and can be treated as a unit? If we have already diagnosed 
for an individual his response equivalents and his social objects, have we 
not done most of the attitude diagnosis? Does not the definition thus 
assume rather than denote the crucial step? 

Like many psychologists, I find my epistemology clarified by turning 
to the animal analogy. In particular, I have found the following parable 
of help. Dealing with rats, it considers habits rather than attitudes. For 
the most part, habits have been studied only by observing their gradual 
development, and then only in the specific situation in which they have 
been learned. The learning theorist has rarely faced the problem of 
Specifying what the habit was about, or what habits an animal has. He 
has been able to limit himself to a study of the degree of habitualization 
of a certain series of behaviors occurring within the artificial limits im- 
posed by the apparatus and recording procedures. But the problem of 
the social scientist, the anthropologist, or the clinical psychologist is 
different; it is to diagnose the residues of experience in persons whose 
prior life history he has not observed and whose prior mazes he has not 
seen. 

To parallel this problem, let us pose to a hypothetical animal psy- 
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chologist the problem of diagnosing the habits of an aged and ex- 
perienced rat shipped to him from another laboratory. What would 
happen? The process would be a hit-or-miss, random, trial-and-error 
procedure. The foreign rat under varying degrees of deprivation would 
be placed in all the likely pieces of apparatus available in the diagnostic 
laboratory. Knowledge that the rat shared some common culture, i.e., 
that it was a university-psychology rat, would make the selections of 
apparatus somewhat less random. The rat would be tried in a lever- 
pressing Skinner box, while buzzers buzzed and lights flashed, and any 
combinations that resulted in increased lever pressing would be taken 
as symptoms of some habit. The rat might be placed on a Lashley 
jumping stand while various colors and designs were placed in the card 
slots; and if jumping occurred, an effort would be made to find to which 
cue cards the jumping was most consistent. Multiple T and Y maze 
segments would be tried. The process would be one of random search, 
and the presence of a common culture merely serves to limit the range 
of things tried or to make certain guesses more probable. And no matter 
how clever the research, there would still be the possibility that im- 
portant and highly routinized habits of the rat went unnoticed by the 
diagnostician. 

The diagnostician makes the initial definition of stimuli and the 
initial classification of response. They represent classes of objects and be- 
haviors which the experimenter can consistently discriminate, and which 
he guesses the animal might also. Once he finds some evidence of the 
stimulus-response consistency on the part of the rat, the experimenter 
would typically start varying stimuli and varying his classification of 
muscle movements in order to approximate more closely the appropriate 
genus proximum for the habit; that is, he would try and find out whether 
certain subtleties discriminable by him were also discriminable and being 
discriminated by the rat. Thus, if he found that the rat jumped to a 
yellow circle, he would start varying the shape and the color of the 
stimulus card to find which degree of yellow, if any, maximized the re- 
sponse, which shape maximized it, or whether shape made any differ- 
ence. At the same time, he would strive to learn the appropriate classi- 
fication of the consistency of response. Was it a consistency of muscle 
contraction, or a consistency of locomotor achievement, an object con- 
sistency, etc.? Gradually, by trial and error, the diagnostician would 
obtain a more specific and appropriately labeled stimulus-response 
correlation. The final classification, however, would still be in the sci- 
entist’s terms, and would be limited to discriminations that the scientist 
could make. Occasionally in a search for the sources of consistent be- 
havior in the animal, the scientist may have to add to his own natural 
senses, This seems to be the case in studies of homing behavior in bees, 
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in which cues from the polarization of sunlight are utilized [49]. A simi- 
lar quandary might be observed were a scientist to be given a job of 
diagnosing the habits or stimulus-response consistencies on the part of 
Berkeley’s [9] mechanical squirrel, which responds differently to lights 
impulsed by alternating and direct current. By mechanically adding to 
his discriminatory capacities, the scientist might find out toward what the 
machine is responding consistently via a trial-and-error process, with no 
solution guaranteed. Improving of the fit of the habit diagnosis is just 
as much trial-and-error process as was the initial hitting upon evidence 
of some stimulus-response correlation. By the same token, there is no 
guarantee that the habit would ever be diagnosed perfectly or even 
noticed at all. 

Although the definition of stimulus and response are in the experi- 
menter’s language, there still is a verifiability to his diagnosis. This proof 
is the simple actuarial matter of a co-occurrence of stimuli and response 
at a great enough frequency to rise above the general “noise level.” The 
experimenter can legitimately claim that he has located a stimulus-re- 
sponse consistency if certain actuarial standards are reached. What he 
cannot claim is that his is the optimal classification of the stimulus and 
response for maximum predictability. If, however, two experimenters 
differ in their diagnoses or in their classification of stimulus and response, 
the same actuarial approach can say which experimenter’s classification 
scheme is the most efficient and, in this sense, the more nearly correct or 
implicitly closer to the “animal’s own” definition of stimulus and re- 
sponse [21]. 

There are some other technical problems that would be involved, and 
these potentially have epistemological implications too. Once the experi- 
menter had achieved a definition of stimulus and response that seemed 
to maximize predictability for the rat, it would be necessary to cross- 
validate this on a new sample of the rat’s behavior in which all stimulus 
conditions except those deemed relevant were varied; the same procedure 
would be used for response opportunities. As observed in test-construc- 
tion work, the degree of fit achieved from repeatedly reanalyzing a limited 
bit of the animal’s behavior would involve considerable capitalization 
on chance, and cross validation would be necessary to demonstrate that 
an effective genus had been designated. 

An equally important technical problem is that rats may acquire new 
habits during the testing for the old ones, or that old habits may be 
extinguished if learned stimuli are introduced without expected rewards. 
Thus, if the testing procedure is very long and the habits weak, it would 
soon become impossible to distinguish between newly acquired habits 
and the residues of the original experience. Methodologically, the clean- 
est approach would be to have the training school supply a large number 
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of rats with equivalent experience, so that the habits diagnosed on one 
rat could be cross-validated on other rats who were uncontaminated by 
the residues of the experience from the inappropriate diagnostic efforts. 
While farfetched, this seems to suggest a legitimate precaution in an- 
thropological studies, i.e., that a group of the best potential informants 
be set aside, not to be interviewed or observed until the anthropologist 
has learned the culture in first approximation. 

Note a general limitation on this process: the diagnosis of the rat’s 
behavior is only possible in so far as the rat and the scientist to some 
extent overlap in their classifications of the environment into things. 
Were the rat indeed to be responding to constellations of molecules or 
atoms sharing no boundaries with the constellations the scientist was able 
to discriminate, the diagnosis of the rat’s habits would be impossible. 


TABLE 1, TALLY or OUTCOMES FOR ONE ORGANISM IN A SERIES OF ONr- 
STIMULUS-ONE-RESPONSE OBSERVATIONAL SITUATIONS 


Responses 
Stau e ee 
m n 0 b q 7 
Aa ae ea 
B 1 1111 1 1 11 111 
C 1111 TNT 11 11 
D 1 |a | 1111 | 1111 
E 1111 | 1 1111 er 11 11 
F 11 1111 | 1 11 11 111 
de S ah 


A final technical difficulty: in terms of the procedures described, one 
could not distinguish between a stimulus-response consistency which the 
animal had acquired through experience and an innate one universal 
to the species. The procedure we have just described would be most 
appropriate if one had shipped some newborn rats to the training school 
for their education, while retaining litter mates in the diagnostic labora- 
tory to provide information as to the basic genetic stock and the in- 
herited response dispositions characteristic of the strain. In practice, this 
restriction is probably not an important one for the social sciences. 

The operational approach to the diagnosis of habit may be epitomized 
in the following diagrams. Table 1 implies essentially experimental con- 
ditions; the experimenter chooses to classify his stimuli so that only one 
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of the stimuli to which he is paying attention is present at any one in- 
stance. These various stimuli are separately presented on numerous 
occasions, and a single response to each of them is classified in the ex- 
perimenter’s terms. Eventually a matrix such as Table 1 might emerge, 
in which each tally represents a separate experimental occasion. For 
some of the cells, the frequency may rise above the chance level that 
would be inferred from taking the stimulus and the response marginals 
jointly. In terms of the kinds of actuarial tests employed in chi-square, 
some of these concentrations would be taken as evidence of systematic 
stimulus-response connections. From such a table suggestions would also 
emerge for lumping stimulus and response categories into larger 
equivalence groupings (e.g., C and E and m and o in the table). Little 
suggestion is offered for subdividing categories, and this would have to 
be done on a trial-and-error basis, concentrating upon those cells (and 
the stimulus and response categories associated with them) which rise a 
little above chance expectancy but do not achieve any high degree of 
consistency. 


Taste 2. Stimurus-Response TALLY SHEET 
ee eg Se a es Ses 


ee Stimuli Responses 
time. kree a et 
units ANE NEN D EREN ENEAN 
ı iliria ha liena] | 5 
eh Tales pale a 
3 ra pet a Mo, mi 
4 1 pr 1 ENEAK 
5 | Eran ae 
6 re |1 | anada 
7 deal 1 1 


But the Table 1 matrix is not the ideal model for actuarial investigation 
because it implicitly assumes a single stimulus and a single response of 
relevance for each situation. A more generalized actuarial model would 
recognize that many stimuli discriminable by the experimenter are pres- 
ent simultaneously, and that a number of discriminable responses may be 
emitted in a short time segment by the organism, without any variation 
in the discriminable stimulus context. Table 2 shows the basic data 


106 DONALD T. CAMPBELL 


protocol that might be involved. Upon such a table, one could make a 
number of analyses involving simple relationships between stimuli and 
responses taken singly and simultaneously, various degrees of time dis- 
placement between stimulus and response, or higher-order relationships, 
as the correlation of stimulus D with response m when stimulus A is 
present, etc. Stimulus C and response r seem to constitute a simple dis- 
position. Note that for any correlation to be observed, there must be 
occasions of both presence and absence for both stimuli and response. 
This rules out any conclusions about stimuli E or F and responses o and 
q of Table 2. Correlational evidence of the type computable from Table 
2 will be taken as a prototypic operational diagnosis of a habit. 

It is the present writer’s allegation that most of the acquired be- 
havioral dispositions can be diagnosed occasionally, even if not typically, 
by such behavioral observation, with guessing as to categories and 
actuarial documentation of contingency. Certainly goals, motives, and 
attitudes are all occasionally so observable. 

The social scientist will want to point out that the diagnosis of 
dispositions goes on continually in his field, that primarily it is done 
by asking the person about his habits, even though it is conceivable that 
the actuarial approach here described might be used. He will also point 
out that we would hit upon these verifiable stimulus-response con- 
sistencies much more easily if—instead of resorting to the experimenter’s 
trial and error of categorizations—we interviewed the person to find 
out how he organizes his world and then test the fit of the categoriza- 
tions thus suggested. In terms of practical research approaches, these 
are valid points, but they do not alter the basic formal operational 
definition. Indeed, one person learns another’s language in just the way 
the scientist has been described as diagnosing habits. The learner makes 
guesses that objects or stimulus configurations which he can discriminate 
are discriminated in the other’s language. These guesses are tried out in 
terms of the kinds of classifications of response he deems relevant. Learn- 
ing another language would be impossible if there were not some com- 
mon overlap between the learner and those who already know the 
language in the discriminable contours of matter and uniformities of re- 
sponse. Furthermore, through either observation or interview, the sci- 
entist can diagnose dispositions of which the speaker is not aware. 
Usually the scientist does this by regrouping stimulus and response into 
syndromes of stimulus and response equivalents not so conceived by the 
subject. 

In summary, acquired behavioral dispositions provide coordinations 
of behavior with reference to environmental settings, They may be 
epitomized as correlations between objects and acts or between stimuli 
and responses. They can be diagnosed through the observation of stimu- 
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lus-response consistency. An essential part of diagnosis is the formation of 
hypotheses as to stimulus equivalents and response equivalents. 


Modes of Acquiring Behavioral Dispositions 


The initial illustration of the child in the room with the boxes, and 
the setting of the problem of operational diagnosis may have seemed to 
bias the presentation in favor of the animal behaviorists. This section will 
attempt to correct this narrowness of perspective. To do so, it will be 
convenient to employ another physical psychology illustration. I am re- 
minded of the multiple-unit maze for humans which Prof. Warner 
Brown [15] used to have at Berkeley—a trough maze with 3-inch high 
pathway edges through which one shuffled. Socialized human beings ac- 
quiring behavioral dispositions in this trough maze and in the room of 
boxes will provide the concrete illustrations as we examine the several 
ways in which these behavioral dispositions can be acquired. 

1. Blind trial and error—locomotor exploration. Shuflling blind- 
folded and with ears covered, the individual could learn Warner Brown’s 
maze without benefit of distance receptors. And the child in the room 
with the boxes could have acquired some behavioral dispositions, even 
if he were blind. Animals in tunnel mazes or in puzzle boxes where 
vision is useless acquire habits in this fashion. If the person starts with 
no initial behavioral dispositions, blind trial and error is the only 
method of approach. This is the mode of learning built by Ashby into 
his homeostat [6]. And, as is argued elsewhere [24], this is the only 
mode of learning that is systematically investigated in learning theory— 
perhaps on the grounds that the simplest processes should be studied 
first. While this approach is clearly not modal for the socialized human 
being, it does seem in some sense basic, the ultimate resort. 

2. Perception. Were one not blinded in Warner Brown’s maze, one 
acquired the appropriate behavioral disposition so rapidly that the 
process eluded study. The fact that perception may be substituted for 
blind trial and error is so ubiquitous as to go unrecognized, but it has re- 
ceived attention from Tolman in his concept of perceptual expect- 
ancies as coordinate with mnemonic expectancies [165]. It can also 
be interpreted as a major part of the demonstration of the delayed-reac- 
tion studies. Certainly one who has vision acquires in one glance be- 
havioral coordinations which a blind person tediously achieves by trial- 
and-error learning. 

Since a major purpose of the argument is to establish the equivalence 
of these modes of acquisition in leading to the same behavioral coordina- 
tion or disposition, let us specify that the subject be allowed to see the 
maze, explore it visually, and then run the maze blindfolded, as does the 
person learning the maze by blind trial and error. Could observing diag- 
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nosticians distinguish the final behavioral dispositions had they not seen 
the acquisition trials? 

The argument here is that the socialized human being can learn 
mazes and acquired dispositions by vision, in addition to blind trial and 
error. The claim is not made that all can be so learned. The issue is 
avoided as to whether such visual cognition must have been preceded by 
and based upon achievements of blind trial and error, which might have 
established, for instance, the rewardingness of the candy and the elec- 
trical coil. 

3. Perceptual observation of another person’s responses. Behavioral 
dispositions may also be learned by observation of another organism’s 
responses to stimuli. This is the traditional social science mode of be- 
havioral-disposition acquisition, known as imitation of responses. It has 
been demonstrated by Miller and Dollard [111] and designated matched 
dependent behavior. Let us suppose that we permit an observer to watch 
a person who already has learned the maze run it repeatedly. And let us 
suppose that the observer can see the choice-point stimuli but not the 
clues for distinguishing blind alleys and main paths. By memorizing the 
responses and then imitating them, the observer might acquire a be- 
havioral disposition externally identical to that which others had acquired 
by perception of the maze or by blind trial and error. 

4. Perceptual observation of the outcomes of another’s explorations. 
The previous mode referred to the observation of another only after he had 
already acquired an asymptotic behavioral disposition; it represented a 
learning of responses. The present mode refers to observing another only 
during his initial exploration of the environment; it refers to learning 
about the environment and its rewardingness rather than about re- 
sponses. Thus a child who sees another child get shocked from the shock 
box does not imitate the explorer’s response. Nontheless, he acquires the 
same behavioral disposition of avoidance which the explorer acquired, 
by learning about the nature of the box. Phylogenetically, this is an 
extremely important kind of learning for social animals for, even if the 
explorer does not survive the experience and has thus learned nothing, 
the observers may have acquired an adaptive disposition representing 
the fruits of the explorer’s trial and error. This is vicarious trial and 
error in its most literal sense, i.c., letting a vicar do one’s exploring. 

’ In approach-learning situations, this mode of dispositional acquisi- 
tion is apt to be confounded with the perceptual observation of responses, 
unless specific tests are introduced to separate them, as in studies [111] 
which demonstrate that the learned response is associated with the re- 
sponses of the lead animal and not with the clues which the lead animal 
is employing. That both can occur has, of course, also been indicated 
[37]. An interesting test of the relative strength of the two would be 


Acquired Behavioral Dispositions 109 


provided by giving the lead animal a painful shock after the matched 
dependent behavior had been well established and observing the subse- 
quent depression of the imitative response tendency. 

While their experimental design is not adequate for their conclu- 
sions, Herbert and Harsh [66] provide a fascinating and relevant study 
in which the observation of another cat’s trial-and-error process ac- 
celerated subsequent learning more than did the observation of error- 
free performances. In a sense, observation led to extinction in the ob- 
serving animal of maladaptive response tendencies, which were also 
being extinguished in the model animal, as well as to an increase of 
those response tendencies being reinforced in the lead animal. Such con- 
clusions cannot be predicted from the matched-dependent behavior 
model but require some sort of postulate such as the present one. 

The emphasis upon dispositional acquisition through observation of 
outcome is in accordance with Asch’s [5, p. 392; 28] emphasis upon 
cognitive factors in imitation situations and with his rejection of 
matched-dependent behavior as the fundamental process involved. How- 
ever, the principle need not lack behavioristic support. Assuming a 
tendency for fractional or subliminal motor mimicry (motor empathy) 
on the part of the observer, reinforcement or extinction of such frac- 
tional responses might plausibly occur in the observer. G. H. Mead [106], 
Logan ct al. [100, p. 150], and Osgood [129] describe such processes. 

5. Verbal instruction about responses to stimuli. Accepting the 
adult or socialized child as he is and skipping for the moment the prob- 
lem of language learning, it is obvious that adaptive behavioral disposi- 
tions can be acquired by verbal instruction. We can instruct a person 
as to what response to make at the first and second choice points, etc., 
so that he can run the maze blindfolded, perfectly the first time, with 
overt behavior which is not distinguishable from that of other modes of 
acquisition. While there have been many treatments of language learn- 
ing in learning-theory terms, the induction of locomotor habits through 
language has only begun to receive treatment. Outstanding in this re- 
gard is Mowrer’s paper [117], in which he epitomizes the prototypic 
sentence as conveying to the listener a habit, designating both a stimu- 
lus and a response to it. Certainly such sentences are one typical means 
by which the dispositions we call “social attitudes” are induced, even 
those social attitudes symptomatized by such nonverbal locomotor be- 
havior as throwing stones or running away. 

6. Verbal instruction about the characteristics of objects. For pur- 
poses of a balance to be made clear later, it should be emphasized that 
behavioral dispositions can be verbally induced by means of descriptions 
of the objects with no mention of responses. Instead of saying “Turn 
right,” one can say “The left path is blocked, the right one open.” In- 
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stead of saying, “Open the black box and avoid the green one,” one can 
say “The black box contains candy, the green one a shocking coil.” 
Certainly both modes of linguistic disposition-induction are employed, 
Which is the more typical, the most linguistically primitive, must be de- 
termined through analyses not yet made. For the purposes of this 
presentation, it is enough to emphasize that to some extent they are 
equivalent and produce results comparable to those which might be ob- 
tained through blind trial and error, perception, etc. 

Composite dispositions. Not only are the results of these different 
modes of dispositional acquisition comparable, they also combine in ways 
that so far seem to be additive, or at least monotonically cumulative, or 
decremental, as the case may be. Thus, one is more certain (has a 
stronger disposition) when both individual exploration and verbal re- 
ports of the outcomes experienced by others are in agreement than when 
the two sources are discrepant. The exploration of the details of such 
combinatorial processes represents a most important problem area in 
social psychology. In addition, it seems profitable to interpret many 
traditional topics as studies of composite dispositions, 

Directly relevant is a neglected classic by Hilgard [67] in which 
modes 1 (trial-and-error learning) and 5 and 6 (verbal instruction about 
responses to stimuli and the nature of stimuli) are studied singly and in 
combination, Hilgard attempts to discover algebraically the relative 
weights of each required to predict the combined effects in an eyelid- 
conditioning situation, While a simple additive model docs not provide 
a perfect fit, the results are very encouraging. Response strength is 
Mrongest where both modes induce the same disposition, weakest where 


created the ecologically atypical situation of placing the individual 
dispositional sources (modes | and 2) in opposition to or in decremental 
combination with the social sources (modes 3, 4, 5, and 6). Interpret- 


ing this as a composite-disposition problem leads to the obvious predic- 


composite” or a more aggregative “compromised composite,” provides 
one of the few empirically specifiable disagreements between behaviorist 
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and gestalt theories in social psychology, even though the data to date are 
equivocal [28]. 

While these are the main illustrations of composites across modes of 
acquisition, the composite-dispositional orientation is important also for 
dispositions acquired through a single mode, It is characteristic of social 
situations that the behavior of the moment is a net result of numerous 
dispositions, incompletely learned in settings only partially similar to the 
current one. The long-standing study of approach-avoidance conflict 
and displacement [14, 45, 92, 93, 110] is a composite-dispositional study, 
So are the retroactive and proactive inhibition studies in learning. The 
problem of primacy versus recency effects in persuasion become resolved 
when viewed in this light [112]. Exaggeration of social-group differences 
when the individual members of the groups are imperfectly known be- 
comes an inevitable prediction from laws of learning applied in com- 
posite form [23]. 


Modes of Expressing Acquired Behavioral Dispositions: Diagnostic 
Symptoms 

‘The major point of the preceding section was that behavioral disposi- 
tions acquired in such varied ways could all have similar expression, i€, 
could all be manifest in locomotor behavior, and might well be indis- 
tinguishable when so expressed. To return to the operational diagnosis 
of dispositions not observed during acquisition, and with a reminder of 
the unguaranteed nature of that process in any instance, it can be stated 
that dispositions acquired through any of these means are potentially 
so diagnosable. 

In this section a parallel point is aimed at, the intersubstitutability 


(1) by locomotor behavior, (2) by verbal statements of stimulus-response 
sequences, and (3) by verbal descriptions of the environment and objects 
in it. Once the child has, as by blind trial and error, leamed about the 
boxes, he can express the acquired dispositions by locomoting around and 
manipulating the boxes or by reporting what he does when he comes to a 
given box or by reporting what the boxes are like. He can instruct an- 
other person about the maze he has learned through statements about 
responses to make or about the nature of the maze parts. 

While this substantial intersubstitutability and multiple symptoma- 
tology is the major emphasis needed for purposes of integrative concep- 
tualization in this area, this should not be understood as total. Research 


curately a maze through which they can locomote perfectly. Similarly, 
verbally acquired dispositions may be expressed more perfectly verbally 
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than through locomotion, Some degree of common variance between 
similar input and output modes may be recognized without negating 
the point of substantial intersubstitutability. 


III. INTEGRATING PERCEPTUAL AND RESPONSE 
DISPOSITIONAL CONCEPTS 


Learning theory and perception theory lead relatively autonomous 
and uncompetitive existences in general psychology, where their sup- 
porting and disciplining data lie, but both have been analogized as ex- 
planatory systems into social psychology. Here they are in direct com- 
petition, being used as translations of the same phenomena, summarizing 
and explaining the same aspects of social behavior. Thus, in the 1930s 
one was asked to understand social attitudes as “conditioned reflexes,” 
in the 1940s as “social perceptions.” 

In the pages which follow, these points will be argued: (1) In social 
psychology, the S-R and perceptual-cognitive-phenomenological lan- 
guages are functionally synonymous—not only competing in the same 
arena, but in general making the same predictions; (2) the confusion 
of terminologies is a ncedless obstacle to the cumulative development of 
the field; and (3) the concept of attitude is an excellent integrative ac- 
quired behavioral dispositional construct just because of its multiple con- 
notations, rather than in spite of its varied definitions. 


The Possibility of ivalence between Pi tually Oriented 
Terms and ee Terms De 

In the earlier discussion of the hypothetical experience of the child in 
the room full of boxes, the case was begun for the possibility that 
theorists employing languages as widely divergent as the perceptual and 
the behavioral might be Summarizing the same facts in ways that are 
operationally or predictively indistinguishable. The challenge has also 
been made that acquired behavioral dispositions stated in terms with 
phenomenal connotations could be diagnosed through the S-R corre- 
lational model, providing a generic operational definition for all be- 
havioral dispositions. 

It should be noted, however, that the assumption of ible equiv- 
alence of these processes challenges a well-established division of Tabor 


no equivalence of function or synonymity of data. The recently popular 
social-perception orientation in social psychology has furthered this tacit 
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assumption, which may be thought to lead to the implicit model of the 
central nervous system shown in Fig. 1. On the one hand, there is a 
perceptual projection screen; on the other hand, there is a series of 
levers eliciting various motor responses. In between is a homunculus, 
I, the decision maker, who views the projection screen and pulls an ap- 
propriate lever. For the unification of theory in psychology, we need to 
replace the homunculus with integrative concepts, and we need explicit 
recognition that the formal processes involved in studying the partial con- 
cepts of perception and habit are the same (21, 55, 79, 147]. 


Fio. 1. A too-frequent implicit model of the central nervous 
system, 


One may protest, On the one hand, nobody really uses the homun- 
culus model. On the other hand, the difference between perception and 
habit is obvious—they are entirely different—at most, they influence one 
another. But the “obviousness” of this difference may be an unfortunate 
consequence of the conditions of conscious experience. This is not to 
quarrel with studying receptor and effector processes as separate proc- 
esses, But in most studies and theories of perception and learning— 
and universally in their extensions into social psychology—it is a total 
integrative process lying between receptor and effector that is being 
studied, while interpretation tends misleadingly to refer to either the re- 
ceptor or motor side exclusively and leads to an artificial dichotomiza- 
tion of any central integrative processes in our psychological language 
and theory. 
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Empirical Convergence in Perceptual Threshold Research 


Perhaps most of the 80-odd acquired behavioral disposition terms 
listed earlier occur in social science settings in which there has been no 
accumulation of empirical regularities. However, if essentially equivalent 
concepts are duplicated or independently invented, and if empirical laws 
develop around each of these concepts, then the equivalence should 
show up in an identity or overlap of the empirical regularities. Were 
social psychology and the social sciences able to be fully experimental— 
were cach seriously proposed theoretical system pretested by developing 
empirical relationships employing its terms—then empirical convergence 
would produce clarification of terminology and integration of theory, 
and the argumentative approach here employed would be superfluous. 
However, both the difficulties of research in the social sciences and the 
tremendous social pressure for theory in the absence of disciplining fact 
rule out any rapid achievement of integration by empirical convergence. 

Within our domain of constructs, however, the development of em- 
pirical laws has occasionally occurred. The Bruner and Postman social- 
motivational-perceptual movement provides an excellent example for 
our purpose. Including the previous research upon which they built and 
the subsequent confirmatory and elaborative studies, hundreds of em- 
pirical researches are involved. The central focuses were on perceptual 
thresholds and perceived magnitudes, as influenced by need, value, etc. 
In midstream they provided two summaries [16, 134] of the empirical 
regularities, introducing the dispositional construct of “perceptual hy- 
pothesis.” The striking convergence to habit theory apparent in these 
reports has been noted by several persons including Postman himself 
[e.g., 21, 44, 135, 138, 180]; it is detailed here for its value as an 


illustration of the integrative effect of systematic experimental explora- 
tion of theories: 


Bruner and Postman 


1. The stronger a (perceptual) hypothe- 
sis, the greater its likelihood of 
arousal in a given situation. 


2. The greater the strength of a hy- 
pothesis, the less appropriate infor- 
mation necessary to confirm it, 

3. The greater the strength of a hy- 
pothesis, the more inappropriate or 
contradictory information necessary 
to infirm it, 


Habit-theory equivalent 


1. The stronger the habit, the more 
probable the response, and the 
greater the likelihood that stimuli 
will occur which are close enough to 
the original stimulus on the gen- 
eralization gradient to elicit the 
response, 


2. The stronger the habit, the weaker 


can be the stimulus which will still 
elicit the response. 

3. The stronger the habit, the more the 
response will appear in inappropriate 
situations or the more resistant it is 
to extinction. 
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Bruner and Postman 


4, The more frequently a hypothesis or 
expectancy has been confirmed in the 
past, the greater will be its strength. 

5. The more basic the confirmation of a 
hypothesis is to carrying out a goal- 
striving activity, the greater its 
strength. 

6. The hypothesis may be strengthened 
by virtue of its agreement with the 
hypotheses of other observers to 
whom the perceiver may turn. 


7. The smaller the number of alterna- 
tive hypotheses held by the person 
concerning his environment at a 
given moment, the greater their 
strength will be. 

8. The larger the number of supporting 
hypotheses, the stronger the hy- 
pothesis, 


Habit-theory equivalent 


4. The more frequently a response to a 
stimulus has been reinforced in the 
past, the greater its strength. 

5. The stronger the reinforcement of the 
response to the stimulus has been in 
the past, the stronger the response. 


6. (This requires extension of S-R 
theory in the manner of modes of 
acquisition 3, 4, 5, and 6 in Sec, Il 
plus consideration of composite dis- 
positions.) 

7. The fewer the competing habits in 
the situation, the greater the likeli- 
hood of a given response being 
elicited. 


8. The more stimuli in the situation all 
cliciting the same response, the 
greater the likelihood of that response. 


It seems likely that in the early phases of this enthusiastic movement, 
this convergence occurred initially without awareness of the similarity 
on the part of these perception theorists and that it emerged more or 
less directly from the discipline of data, Postman in a subsequent review 
[135] has explicitly recognized the appearance of the traditional laws 
of association, and has relabeled the perceptual hypotheses as perceptual 
response dispositions. 

While Postman’s leadership both as an initiator of the perceptual 
sensitization movement and as an advocate of the associative learning 
interpretation should have been sufficient, a more recent review [76] 
indicates such a total neglect of this achievement that it seems well to 
emphasize the convergence in further detail. Let us consider a situation 
in which a stimulus is presented at such a tachistoscopic threshold that 
it is not clearly recognizable, presentations with and without the stimulus 
present being randomly mixed. If the stimulus represents a food object, 
and the response a food-appropriate response, the baseline situation for 
a nonhungry S might be of this nature: 


RESPONSE 
STIMULUS Absent Present 


50 50 
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Of these data, the top row represents the typical threshold data, the pro- 
portion of “correct? responses when the stimulus was actually present. 
Let us suppose that, in agreement with the voluminous data on the prob- 
lem, this top row changes in the direction of more “correct? responses 
when S is hungry, as follows: 


RESPONSE 
STIMULUS Absent Present 


This shift can be a part of an increased accuracy or precision of per- 
ception (in traditional psychophysics, a steepening of the ogive, a reduc- 
tion of the standard error) or it can be a part of a general increase in the 
frequency of the response, uncontingent on stimulus presence or ab- 
sence. These two fourfold tables illustrate the alternatives: 


RESPONSE RESPONSE 
STIMULUS Absent Present STIMULUS Absent Present 


Present 10 | eo | 50 Present 10 | 40 50 
Absent 40 Io | 50 Absent 25 | 25 50 


50 50 35 65 
Increased accuracy Increased responsiveness 


Using the tetrachoric r as an over-all index of accuracy, the nonhungry 
table has a value of .50, as does the increased-responsiveness table. In 
the increased-accuracy illustration, the response marginals are held as 
before, and the tetrachoric index goes up to .81. Other indexes of ac- 
curacy which pay attention to frequency of responding when the stimu- 
lus is not actually present (as a crude per cent of error or a con- 
tingency coefficient) would give a similar picture. Which of these con- 
ditions actually obtains in the motivation and perception literature? We 
get a hint from noting that under the increased-responsiveness condition 
not only has the top-row accuracy increased, but also that the bottom- 
row errors have increased (from 17 to 25). This corresponds to the 
autistic perceptions of Murphy [120] and to the value-resonant errors 
discovered by Postman, Bruner, and their co-workers in many situations 
[e.g., 136]. Thus, instead of two principles, one for the top row (per- 
ceptual sensitization) and one for the bottom row (value-resonant 
errors), a single principle of increased associative strength or increased 
responsiveness might be substituted. 

While such data strongly presaged the outcome, Zeitlin [180] under- 
took a direct test of the increased-accuracy versus increased-responsive- 
ness interpretations. In a training period involving above-threshold pre- 


Acquired Behavioral Dispositions 117 


sentations, two nonsense syllables out of six were associated with the gift 
of 3 pennies for one group, with a loud and painful noise for another, 
and given no special treatment for the control group. Subsequently, the 
syllables were presented in random orders tachistoscopically, with the Ss 
forced to guess from among the six syllables. Reinforcement, both reward 
and punishment, increased the frequency of naming the reinforced 
syllable when the reinforced syllable was presented (the usual evidence 
for perceptual sensitization or selectivity), increased the naming of rein- 
forced syllables when other syllables were presented, and increased the 
naming of the reinforced syllables when a blank screen was presented 
(a finding which Goldiamond [54] has also elegantly demonstrated). 
On the other hand, a tetrachoric score for accuracy computed for each 
subject for each reinforced syllable showed no significant increase as a 
result of reinforcement, nor did the percentage of correct responses 
among the total responses of reinforced syllables (i.e., a score based 
upon the right-hand column of the fourfold table). The results thus 
strongly supported the increased-responsiveness interpretation. 

To note the convergence in another form, it can be said that Hullian 
theory anticipates the major findings in the perceptual-threshold area, 
once it is recognized that increased responsiveness means lower perceptual 
thresholds in the ascending method of limits. This Hullian formula can 
be used: «Er (response probability) = D (drive level) X K (incentive 
motivation, magnitude of reward on previous trials) X sHr (frequency 
of making the response to the stimulus in the past). This formula thus 
predicts perceptual sensitization in the presence of high drive, strong 
values (K, as in Zeitlin’s study), and frequency or familiarity. This 
last factor has turned out to be a very strong one, both in perceptual 
threshold studies and in learning studies. Hullian theory likewise pre- 
dicts, under varying conditions, both increased and decreased responsive- 
ness for noxious stimuli, i.e., both perceptual vigilance and defense. 

To increase the ability of phenomenological and behavioristic social 
psychologists to understand each other, it seems best to interpret these 
developments as a convergence between two equally justified theoretical 
systems. Important critiques of this literature [e.g., 51, 53] tend to use 
similar evidence to infer that the students of social and motivational 
effects upon perception made a mistake in interpreting the effects as 
perceptual, since the results were specific to certain psychological methods 
(e.g., were found with the ascending method of limits but not with the 
constant method) and could be demonstrated through response manipu- 
lation in the absence of stimulus variation [54, 87, 180]. This point of 
view is acceptable if perceptual processes be defined in advance as €x- 
cluding associative processes and as independent of phenomenological 
reports. However, such a purified view of perception is obviously not 
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down). The first type represents a tension (source of energy), a need such 
as hunger, which demands satisfaction either directly or through substitution. 
The execution habit, on the other hand, is in itself no source of action. It 
is equivalent to a pattern of restraining forces determining a certain path. 
Without need or quasi-need, the execution habit does not lead to action [94, 


p. 13]. 


Note particularly the identification of “execution habit” with “path,” 
and the recognition that, without motivational components, the habit 
does not result in behavior, i.e., the same evidence that forced Hull in 
the evolution of his theory to separate from sFr both D and K in turn. 

In spite of this convergence, one can, of course, note differences in 
the focuses of the theories. The convergence is in the performance 
formula, Most of the effort in learning theory is upon the acquisition 
and extinction of the component variables, upon how valences and life 
Spaces are acquired and changed, if you will. This emphasis is almost 
totally lacking in Lewin, and his a-historical emphasis argues against it. 
Lewin was the more interested in the allocative or composite-disposition 
problem, in the situation that elicited a number of already developed 
habits in various degrees of conflict with each other. Where Hullian 
theory has dealt with the multiple-habit situation, as in approach-avoid- 
ance conflict [14], the convergence has even reached the level of cross- 
school citation. 


Convergences in Research on Bias 


The instances of convergence between behavioristic and perceptual 
concepts in this section are less compelling than those previously cited in 
that only one parameter from each theory, rather than several, is in- 
volved in any one study. Noting them briefly, however, may emphasize the 
ubiquity of possible integrations. For example, take the Levine and Murphy 
[90] experiment in which anti-Communists find it hard to memorize a 
pro-Communist passage, and vice versa. The original interpretation em- 
phasized the function of attitude as a perceptual filter which selectively 
modifies contact with the world. However, an alternative statement is 
available; it would explain the effect in terms of proactive inhibition, 
or negative transfer, when antagonistic responses are to be learned to 
familiar stimuli. Thus the preexperimental learning of the pro-Com- 
munists might be epitomized as a paired association of “Communist- 
good,” having positive transfer to the similar pro-Communist selection, 
but negative transfer to “Communist-bad” pairing of the anti-Communist 
passage. 

This is the area in which I have longest attempted to express re- 
search findings in both languages. The first of these studies [178] ex- 
amined a decrement in accurate perception resulting from premature 
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guessing. The initial inspiration for the study came from the perceptual 
Einstellung tradition, but Wyatt and I had no difficulty in translating 
the findings into the learning-theory terms of negative transfer resulting 
from the strengthening of an incorrect response tendency. Note the 
superficial dissimilarity from a cognitive statement in terms of the effect 
of one cognitive structure in making the achievement of restructuring 
more difficult. 

In the study of another cognitive bias, the tendency to exaggerate 
group differences, enhancement of contrast, was examined. The phe- 
nomenon was first studied as the tendency for white school children to 
exaggerate the difference between the classroom examination scores of 
their Negro and white classmates [Clarke and Campbell, 38]. Subse- 
quently [23] an enhancement of contrast for similarity families of non- 
sense syllables was demonstrated in a learning situation in which each 
syllable was paired to a specific location on a spatial continuum. Here 
again, the conceptualization of the phenomenon came initially from 
analogies to visual space perception. It turned out, however, that the 
effect could be elegantly derived from learning-theory considerations. 
The tendency for stimuli sharing common elements to elicit the same 
response predicts a “homogenization” within similarity groups, and a 
resultant enhancement of contrast between groups. The practical equi- 
valence for social psychology of “perceived as” and “responded to as 
to” was explicitly pointed out in the discussion. 

A predisposition toward oversimplification in early stages of cognition 
or learning constitutes a very pervasive bias tendency which is integral 
to the phenomenon of stereotyping. Gruen and I [32] illustrated this 
bias experimentally for spatial maze learning, and attempted to state 
the effect in both cognitive and behavioral terms. Furthermore, in many 
Situations and for stereotypes about social objects, the learning-theory 
concepts of stimulus generalization and broader generalization gradients 
in early learning generate predictions of a bias toward cognizing one’s 
world in terms of as few entities as possible. A broad generalization 
gradient indicates that many different stimuli are being responded to as 
though equivalent. 

In an extensive review of perceptual, cognitive, and communicative 
biases [27], I have attempted to interpret the specific phenomena in 
both perceptual-cognitive and learning terms. Of the many biases 
enumerated, this duality seemed impossible for only one. (This one was 
the contrast error, or stimulus-relativism effect, which can, of course, be 
Incorporated into learning theory, as through Hull’s V, the stimulus- 
Intensity dynamism.) In a series of papers on attitudes toward authority 
figures, Burwen, Chapman and I [19, 29, 30] explicitly attempted to 
State the problem in both cognitive and S-R terms. Biased perceptions were 
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equated with biased response tendencies, We expected a respondent’s 
view of his father to influence his perception of his boss in a new 
situation or, in S-R terms, learned responses to father should transfer to 
boss. 

These several scattered notations of equivalence would not be com- 
pelling in their own right, but they may add depth and generality to the 
implications of the two multiparametered convergences. 


Practicing Translation: Causal Perception and Conditioning 
If social psychology is to develop a cumulative and integrative theory 
of acquired behavioral dispositions, it would seem wise to practice 
translations across the semantic barrier created by the implicit homun- 
model of conscious experience. When a respondent is diagnosed as 
ha such and such a view of the world, one would then try to 
te this as a tendency to make such responses to such stimuli, and 
versa. This exercise would seem desirable for both readers and 

authors of research reports. 

Such exercises have led me to a bizarre instance of potential syn- 
onymity between causal perception and the conditioned response. De- 
berger ed in gestalt psychology have led to a psychological attack on an 


in time, space, and sequence, an unavoidable and indivisible experience 
of causality occurs, With regard to the older philosophical issues, they 
find against Hume and for Kant as to the primitiveness, indivisibility, 
and immediacy of the experience. However, the conditions under which 
AE a eee eee ee by Hata for ti cvincidence 
we causality. And the temporal requirements bear a strong super- 
ficial identity to those required for conditioning. Now, if there were to 
be a subjective perceptual counterpart to conditioning (particularly in 
not be a perception of causality? On the 


oriented social psychologist been able to interview Albert 
(he was but eleven months), had he been able to describe the situation 
as he saw it, would it not have turned out that Albert mistakenly per- 
ceived the rat as being to blame for the frightening noise, under temporal 


Acquired Behavioral Dispositions 123 


conditions appropriate for the perception of causality? We lack actual 
cases in which both conceptual approaches have been applied to the 
same specific instances, yet it is hoped that this unlikely illustration can 
alert us to the possibility of identities in process being obscured by the 
great superficial differences in conceptualizations. 


Possible Empirical Distinctions between Perceptual Dispositions and 
Response Dispositions 

I have argued for the possible equivalence between dispositional 
constructs employing a subjective language and constructs employing 
response terms. So far, I have dealt with theorists who have limited 
themselves to a single vocabulary. It should be pointed out, however, 
that a number of theorists have posited two separate processes: a - 
ing process involving perceptual dispositions, and a learning in- 
volving motor coordination. It is posible that the general equiva 
between theories suggested here might hold in some instances, but 
there might still be a bona fide distinction between “modified views of the 
world" and “modified readinesses to respond.” 

Leonard Doob in his paper “The Behavior of Attitudes” [46] posits 
at least two separate learning processes: afferent habit strength and 
efferent habit strength. Doob sees an attitude as a learned implicit re- 
sponse bound to a stimulus pattern by a certain degree of afferent habit 
strength and bound to a motor pattern by a certain degree of efferent 
habit strength. He also has two other constructs with learned dispositional 
attributes, in the familiarity of the stimulus pattern and in the learned 
Motor-pattern coordination. It turns out, however, that his conceptual 
scheme offers no challenge to an argument for a single acquired be- 
havioral disposition, inasmuch as Doob provides no operations whereby 
one could distinguish between the afferent habit-strength component and 
the efferent component. As a matter of fact, he treats these as a team 
which he never unyokes. An actuarial approach to synonymity through 
observing the frequency with which terms are used in parallel hitch 
would score the two concepts as highly synonymous. For example: "Re- 
sponse to cach question is not only a function of how closely the ques 
tion approximates the original learning situation but also of the afferent 
habit strength of the attitude, its efferent habit strength and the inter- 
action occurring at the time the replies are given” [46, p. 146]. In this 
and other illustrations, he shows how both are involved in any attitude 
diagnostic process; furthermore, he shows that the same reinforcing state 
of affairs would modify both. A single integrative concept, which might 
as well be called habit as attitude, could be substituted for the two or five 
here involved without loss of any operational distinctions or illustrative 
subtleties suggested by Doob. 
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James Olds [128], going beyond Hebb’s theory, has explicitly hypo- 
thesized separate learned perceptual phase sequences and motor phase 
sequences. However, he has not yet operationally justified the hypo- 
statization of these two processes, and it may be unlikely that he will be 
able to do so. But as he presents it, the idea will be appealing to a 
number of psychologists who wish thus to reconcile the disparate trends 
in theorizing. 

As a third illustration of explicitly separate acquired perceptual dis- 
positions and acquired response dispositions, J. J. Gibson’s distinction 
between two kinds of set can be offered. Gibson makes a sharp contrast 
between set as an anticipation of a certain stimulus as opposed to set as 
an intention to respond in a specific way. He emphasizes that the distinc- 
tion is important, neglected, and demonstrable [52, p. 784]. He cites 
several studies to this end. The first of these is that of Lindner [97] to 
whom he refers as having established an expectation both with and with- 
out an accompanying motor intention to react. On reexamination, how- 
ever, the study does not seem to be crucial to the existence of two separate 
set processes. 

Lindner’s data are of a retrospective-introspective sort. Unlike other 
studies of set, there are no reaction times or other behavioristic com- 
parison data, nor is there any effort to define the difference operationally. 
In his “perceptive anticipation” situation, a single click antecedes the 
illumination of a rolling landscape and a double click antecedes a 
mountainous scene. The subjects gradually become aware of this correla- 
tion, and their anticipations are reported introspectively after the scenes 
have been presented. In his actional anticipation study, the number of 
clicks antecedes and serves as a cue as to which of three chutes will emit 
a ball which the subject is to catch. Once the ball is caught, there is 
retrospective introspection as to what went on during the period between 
the click and the catching of the ball (the period of anticipation, once 
the correlation had been learned). Although the experimental setups 
were different, there is nothing in the report to justify Gibson’s inter- 
pretation that data are available to discriminate the two types of set. 
Lindner himself does not draw this interpretation. He reports 


. as between the two experiments then we have found a smaller difference 
than we expected . . . the result is an intermediate between perceiving and 
acting, with perceiving the closer affiliate [for the motor anticipation study] 
- +. . It may well be that a re-examination of remembering and imagining, 
expecially of those forms of imagining common in artistic and inventive 
production, would reveal similar intermediaries with action. 


Lindner’s position is highly sympathetic with the orientation here 
presented in that he sees these anticipatory images as intermediaries to 
action. 
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The second study cited by Gibson is a conditioning experiment by 
Hilgard and Humphreys [68] which was designed to illustrate the inter- 
action of an instructional set with a conditioned response. Previous re- 
search had illustrated that conditioning was modified by instructions or 
expectancies or set as to the stimulus conditions (i.e., telling the subjects 
which cues would be related to which unconditioned stimuli, ete.). Hil- 
gard and Humphreys studied the effects on conditioning of an instruc- 
tion to inhibit or augment the response. Their findings showed that these 
instructions also would interact with the conditioned response and would 
either augment or suppress it. Nowhere, however, are any data provided 
to demonstrate that this is a different kind of set than that shown in 
earlier studies, where the instructions introduced expectations as to 
stimulation. Ang, it is Gibson, not Hilgard and Humphreys, who makes 
the claim. In terms of the orientation of this review, Hilgard and 
Humphreys’s studies are on the combination of two behavioral disposi- 
tions, one resulting from locomotor exploration (the conditioning ex- 
perience), the other induced by verbal instruction about responses or, in 
the earlier work, by verbal instruction about stimuli. While the two 
types of experiments are thus clearly distinct as to the mode of set in- 
duction, no evidence is introduced to show that the sets thus differently 
induced have different effects, and indeed the data argue for the 
functional identity of the two types of set. 

Gibson’s distinction is clear and appealing, but the studies he cites 
seem to show no justification for the implied functional distinction. He 
seems to have overlooked the possibility that the “set to see” and the 
“set to respond” could be operationally identical and he persistently 
criticizes previous writers for having failed to note his distinction. For 
example, in referring to a study by Mowrer [115], Gibson says, “Mowrer 
assumes that the irregularity [of stimulus presentation] affects reaction 
time by weakening the expectancy of a stimulus, but the effect could 
equally well be explained as the weakening of the intention to react.” The 
emphasis of the present discussion would be on the probable equivalence 
of these two statements. If there are two functionally separable set 
processes, they have not as yet been demonstrated, and the available 
evidence argues against the dual-process notion. 


Labeling the Internuncials 


While neither the operationalist learning theorists like Spence [149] 
nor the operationalist perceptionists like Postman [135] believe in the em- 
ployment of literal physiological brain-mechanism constructs, there is this 
much anatomy of learning upon which we all probably agree. There are 
Sensory neurons reaching the brain. There are motor neurons conducting 
impulses from brain to muscle. In between the sensory and motor neurons 
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in the brain, there are frequently internuncial neurons. Some of these in- 
ternuncials are involved in the learning process. Without entering into 
debate as to whether neurological speculation is premature or harmful in 
psychology, and certainly without any necessary disagreement with the 
positions taken by Spence and Postman on this issue, I should like to use 
this oversimplified neurology as a heuristic device to indicate in Fig. 2 
the specious nature of much of terminological confusion in social psy- 
chology today. Unless operationally specified and shown to be otherwise, 
disagreements in terminology can be suspected of being nothing more 
than annexational labeling tendencies with regard to the functions of 
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Fic. 2. Labeling the internuncials. 


the internuncials. The perceptual-cognitive-phenomenologists employ 
terms of afferent connotation [even when, atypically, they specifically 
eschew phenomenological evidence, e.g., 135], terming internuncial 
processes “expectancies,” “perceptual hypotheses,” “frames of reference,” 
definitions of the situation,” “perceptual selectivities,” “meanings en- 
gendered upon the world,” etc. The stimulus-response theorist labels 
central or internuncial functions with motor terms such as “fractional 
anticipatory goal response,” “mediation response,” “pure stimulus act,” 
subliminal cue producing response,” etc. (Indeed, every synaptic trans- 
mission represents a response and a response-produced stimulus.) For 
social psychology, and possibly for psychology in general, we need central 


concepts, concepts which are neither sensory nor motor, neither afferent 
nor efferent. 
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This is not to deny that there may be genuine disagreements among 
theories or construct systems. After the terminological clouds are cleared 
away, there may be testable predictive differences, as Spence [147] and 
I [21] have indicated even while making this general point of specious 
disagreement. These differences are probably rare, however, in the as- 
pects of acquired behavioral dispositional theory which are employed in 
social psychology. In any event, let us substitute real differences and in- 
novations for terminological pseudoinnovations. 


The Location of Conscious Experience in the Central Nervous 
System 


The social scientist surveying the terminological fads and feuds in an 
undisciplined area such as social psychology is rightly tempted to inter- 
pretations of the sociology-of-knowledge type. There are many directions 
in which this could go. For instance, current preference for subjective con- 
ceptualizations might be regarded as a part of the more general anti- 
mechanistic reaction created by the tragedy of two scientifically fought 
world wars and the anticipations of a third. Asch [5], and Krech and 
Crutchfield [81] may stand vis-à-vis the Floyd Allport of 1924 [2] as 
Aldous Huxley stands vis-à-vis H. G. Wells. While these historical trends 
are worthy of more detailed analysis in their own right, I wish to turn 
the sociology-of-knowledge spotlight on a more persistent ecological con- 
dition and a corresponding correlation. 

We can note that the animal psychologist uses only one of the three 
available processes for diagnosing behavioral dispositions, i.e., observation 
of overt responses in the presence of external stimuli. Even here, he finds 
statements about responses more dependable and intersubjectively com- 
municable than statements about stimuli. These ecological conditions of 
data collection tend to be reflected in his constructs at the connotative 
if not the operational level. Such observational diagnostic procedures 
are generally impossible for the social psychologist. For many purposes, 
he can learn of the animal’s acquired behavioral dispositions only by 
asking it directly. Now even this approach need not bias the social psy- 
chologist away from the stimulus-response language. The respondent an- 
imal could report, for example, “When I see stimulus A I’ve learned to 
make response B.” Were all or most reports from respondents of this 
nature, the data pressures would probably lead to a construct language 
very similar to that of the animal psychologists. Probably, however, most 
Teports from respondents are in the form of the third type of diagnostic 
Symptom, i.e., reports on the nature of environmental objects as the 
Tespondent, through learning, has come to know them, that is, as he 

sees” them. It may be that in so far as animals are aware of their own 
acquired-response dispositions, they are aware of them in the form of 
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views of the world rather than tendencies to respond. The nature of 
conscious experience seems relevant to the existence of any such data 
pressure. The most objective recent tabulation of the conditions and 
character of conscious experience of which I know has been assembled 
by Penfield and his collaborators. This report will primarily depend 
upon Penfield and Rasmussen [132]. They electrically stimulate the cor- 
tex of epileptic patients under brain surgery, eliciting reports of con- 
scious experience and motor movements as a part of a diagnostic 
process to guide their operations. While it is dangerous to generalize 
from such patients to normals, their data are sufficiently stimulating to 
tempt me to do so. 
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Fic. 3. Conscious experience conceived as periscopes 
lowered into the central nervous system. 


If one takes as a temporary expedient an explicitly epiphenomenal 
point of view regarding conscious experience (or a more sophisticated 
synthetic identity” or “double knowledge” position [48]) one can 
analogize to wiretaps, or to periscopes lowered into the neural stream 
of the previous diagram, resulting in Fig. 3, in which the homunculus 
has been moved out of the main stream to the position of periscope 
watcher. if one then considers the preponderant directionality of nervous 
transmission (toward the brain for sensory neurons, away from the 
brain for motor neurons, and predominantly from sensory to motor for 
internuncials), it would seem that any tapping or monitoring of this 
stream would be receiving impulses from the afferent direction and 
any periscope put into the stream would be looking upstream, even if it 
were placed among the motor neurons. There are thus grounds for ex- 
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pecting conscious contents to be primarily afferent in their orientation, 
no matter what aspect of central nervous flow they correspond to. 

This is indeed what Penfield and Rasmussen report. In all patients, 
in the sensory and motor projection areas that lie along the Rolandic 
fissure, dependable sensory and motor excitation loci are found. The 
stimulation of the sensory points produces conscious experiences (tactile 
in somatic projection area, visual or auditory elsewhere). The stimula- 
tion of the motor points brings movement without any awareness of 
tendency to movement, intent to move, or the like. Motor movement 
gets into conscious experience only through the subsequent sensory 
feedbacks, such as “I felt my finger move,” etc. 

These universally found activation loci represent fragmentary sensa- 
tions rather than perceptions on the one hand, and muscle twitches 
rather than coordinated acts on the other. It would be much more 
relevant to our question if cortical stimulation were to activate acquired 
behavioral dispositions or the residues of past experience and if we 
could examine the related conscious contents. In general, electrical 
stimulation of the association areas produces no effect, However, in 
some cases of focal epilepsies, stimulation spots can be found which do 
induce meaningful perceptual and memory content. Here also, the con- 
scious contents are totally afferent or perceptual in their orientation. 
Most typically, perhaps, the patient relives a past occasion with hallu- 
cinatory vividness and immediacy of experience. In some cases, the elec- 
trical stimulation produces a meaningful, memory-related distortion of 
objects and persons present in the immediate situation. Sometimes these 
conscious contents are the same as those found in the patient's pre- 
seizure aura; in such cases, the motor aspects of epileptic seizure may 
follow, initiated perhaps by coordinated motor movements appropriate 
to the contents of the hallucination (which rapidly give way to un- , 
coordinated convulsions). No cases are reported in which electrical 
stimulation of association areas produced coordinated meaningful motor 
effects without conscious concomitants. 

These instances represent the only electrical elicitation of meaning- 
ful perceptions or memories or coordinated meaningful motor responses. 
If, in their explorations, Penfield and Rasmussen have activated any ac- 
quired behavioral dispositions, these are the ones. It is tempting to in- 
terpret these results (short of the convulsions) as typical, being accessible 
in the focal epileptics only because of an exceptionally low threshold of 
activation for the particular disposition. If typical, these conclusions may 
be justified. When acquired behavioral dispositions are activated, they 
have conscious contents of a view-of-the-world nature. The conscious 
view of the world and the corresponding response pattern are elicited 
together and are but two aspects of a single process. George Herbert 
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Mead—a social behaviorist preoccupied with the fact of conscious ex- 
perience—long ago noted the asymmetry of conscious experience to 
which I am calling attention. Criticizing Wundt’s psychophysical parallel- 
ism, he said: “The required parallelism is not in fact complete on the 
psychical side, since only the sensory and not the motor phase of the 
physiological process of experience has a psychic correlate” [106, p. 42]. 

Be it also noted that conscious experience, as an epiphenomenal 
wiretap on the afferent-to-efferent neural stream, taps in both in the 
primary sensory projection area (the “upstream periscope”) and sub- 
Sequent to the association area (the “downstream periscope”) and no 
doubt elsewhere. This point is relevant to a debate within the cognitive- 
perceptual-phenomenological orientations, in which some of the pure 
gestaltists have objected to the notion that needs and past experience 
influence perception [e.g., 169]. However, when Asch [5], Kéhler 
[80], and others are talking about meaning and the phenomenology of 
action, they invoke a type of conscious experience that carries the in- 
fluence of value and past learnings. Generally speaking, when employed 
in social psychology, all of the cognitive-perceptual-phenomenological 
orientations focus on the content of the downstream periscope and on 
sensory input as filtered through the residues of past experience in the 
association areas. 

If this sampling of conscious contents is at all representative, then 
indeed those clinical psychologists, social psychologists, and sociologists 
who study the residues of past experience or acquired behavioral dis- 
positions through interviews will be under a persistent pressure from the 
raw material of their studies toward a view-of-the-world construct lan- 
guage. The animal researchers will similarly be pressed toward external 
stimulus-response conceptualizations. These conflicting pressures are 
permanently with us and will persist as a divisive force in the study of 
behavior unless deliberate efforts are made to avoid it. A major con- 
tribution can be made along this line by deliberately attempting to em- 
ploy both terminologies in studies of human beings. An improved lexicon 
of view-of-the-world to response-tendency translations is also needed. 


The Isomorphism of Experience and Action 


In h's most stimulating Social Psychology, Asch introduces the con- 
cept of the “isomorphism of experience and action”: 


y To justify this conclusion it is necessary to assume that there is an 
intrinsic correspondence between experience and action, that they are 
isomorphic. The assumption of isomorphism was first formulated in 
psychology by Wertheimer and Köhler for the relation between physical 
brain events and the conscious experiences which accompany them. The 
present discussion refers to an extension of the isomorphic relation to in- 
clude the relation between brain processes and their conscious accompani- 
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ments on the one hand and the actions of the individual on the other 
[5, p. 159]. 

He introduces the concept in the specific and limited setting of how 
we are able to understand the conscious experiences of others through 
their facial expressions. It seems legitimate and convenient, however, to 
extend the label to Asch’s more general position: “We act and choose 
on the basis of what we see, feel, and believe . . . when we are mistaken 
about things we act in terms of our erroneous notions, not in terms of 
things as they are” [5, pp. 64-65]. In a similar vein, Murphy [120, p. 
354] has spoken of “the unity of perception and action,” and Sherif 
[143, p. 72] of the “unity of experience and behavior.” It is judged 
that this dramatic concept helps resolve the difference between cognitive 
and S-R theories, making laws predicting responses (or acts) equivalent 
to laws predicting the isomorphic conscious contents. 

This is not, of course, how the gestaltists would see it. The very 
point of the unity of experience and action is apt to be made in the 
course of a scathing rejection of S-R explanations, as in the second quo- 
tation from Asch, above [5, pp. 64-65]. Several comments on this can 
be made. First, it seems probable that the unity or isomorphism is in- 
troduced in part as an empirically verifiable relationship between verbal 
reports on conscious contents and overt action (rather than as a purely 
definitional or axiomatic tautology). If so, this would be equivalent to 
the statement made earlier concerning the joint diagnosability of disposi- 
tions from overt behavior and from verbal description of the environ- 
ment. While isomorphism is too strong a term for this correlation, the 
point of such joint diagnosability is one to which attention should be 
called, and one which has indeed been systematically neglected by the 
behaviorists. 

More typically, however, the emphasis on the necessity of phe- 
nomenal description for the prediction of behavior implies the rejection 
of a behaviorist straw man. According to the gestaltists, the behaviorists 
imply a rigid reflex relationship between stimulus and response for all 
persons, regardless of their life histories, and thus expect a given stimu- 
lus to have the same “meaning” for every person. On the contrary, say 
the gestaltists, it is not enough to know what the stimulus is: to predict 
behavior one must know in addition how the person perceives the situa- 
tion, what his life space is, what his frame of reference is, what mean- 
ing the stimulus has for him, the content of his phenomenal field, etc. 
Asch criticizes the honesty studies of Hartshorne and May [63] as be- 
haviorist bad examples, for “we cannot suppose that the identical 
situation had the same meaning for all children, or that the ‘same’ re- 
sponse in different children was psychologically identical” [5, p. 63] and 
also Floyd Allport’s early experiments [2] on effects of group situations, 
in which he— 
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. assumes that there is a fixed meaning to the condition of being alone 
and that it can be produced by the simple expedient of placing people in 
separate rooms . .. . Reference to phenomenal facts would have revealed 
that one can at times feel close to others when physically alone, that one 
can be lonely or asocial when with others, and that the sheer putting of 
people in the same space does not have a constant meaning [5, pp. 66-67]. 


In such typical emphases the gestalt social psychologist has actually 
reversed the emphases of gestalt physical psychology on two important 
counts: interest in individual differences, and denial of the predictability 
of conscious contents from the external stimulus field. Whereas in de- 
scribing the perception of the physical world, individual differences are 
neglected (as are past experiences and motivational factors), the 
gestaltist as social psychologist suddenly becomes interested in the idio- 
syncratic character of each individual. And unless free will or arbitrary 
indeterminacy or status as the prime mover is implied for the phenomenal 
field, these idiosyncratic personal meanings must be due to the idio- 
syncratic life histories of the persons. In discussing the gestalt principles 
for the perception of the physical world, Asch himself emphasizes the 
lawful field determination of phenomenal contents, dealing with rela- 
tionships between the total external stimulus field and perception which 
are coercive, to which no man is exempt. Knowing the total physical 
field, and knowing the gestalt laws of perception, one can predict con- 
scious contents for a stranger entering the laboratory for the first time; 
one can tell which item will appear stationary, which moving, which 
figure, which ground, which straight up, etc. [5, pp. 48-60]. How dif- 
ferent this is from Asch’s protestations about stimuli in social situations, 
where his emphasis is upon the uniqueness and unpredictability of con- 
scious contents or behavior from knowledge of the stimulus field alone. 

Asch’s interests in the social setting are actually more like those of 
the behaviorist learning theorist than those of the classical gestaltist. If 
we examine the crucial term meaning and put it through the tests of 
Sec. II, it turns out that meaning is a synonym for acquired behavioral 
disposition. The behaviorist’s translations for the phenomenalist’s protest 
might be: “To predict behavior it is not enough to know what the 
physical stimulus is. One must know in addition what habits the stimulus 
evokes, what response tendencies the person has associated with this 
stimulus, what the person’s past history of reinforcement is with regard 
to this stimulus, what other stimuli with strong associated responses are 
also present in the situation, what the person’s drive level is, etc.” Thus 
translated, this is a statement with which any behaviorist would agree. 
It is, in fact, characteristic of learning theorists to emphasize the unique- 
ness of individuals in so far as this uniqueness is lawfully related to the 
uniqueness of their past histories of reinforcement. Of course Hartshorne 
and May expected to find children differing in their response to situa- 
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tional contexts. Of course the temptation to cheat had different mean- 
ings or past associations to different children. Of course this made sense 
to a learning theorist. (Of the inconsistency of Hartshorne and May’s 
children, more in the section on measurement which follows.) 

The allegation that to the behaviorist, a given physical stimulus is 
expected to have the same meaning for each person is nonsense, for it 
translates into the expectation that every person will make the same re- 
sponse to the stimulus: persons will only have the same response to a 
given stimulus when they have had equivalent past histories of rein- 
forcement, i.e., when the stimulus has the same meaning to them. If 
there is any point of view in psychology that expects the same response 
from all individuals in the presence of the same stimulus field, it is the 
classical gestalt psychology, focused on the pure perceptual problems of 
the upstream periscope, uncontaminated by filtration through the resi- 
dues of past experience. 

The bold postulation of an isomorphism of experience and action 
makes clear a programmatic weakness in gestalt social psychology, tied 
in no doubt with its occasionally militant ahistoricism [81, 92]. If ex- 
perience and action are now known to be completely isomorphic, the 
development of laws relating them seems completed. For a behavior 
theory that is not a tautology, it then becomes glaringly apparent that 
laws predicting the contents of conscious experience are needed. Classi- 
cal gestalt psychology has these. So does behavioristic learning theory if 
we are allowed to extend it to predicting conscious contents by employing 
in reverse the powerful postulate of the isomorphism of experience and 
action. (The behaviorist’s laws predicting behavior thus become laws 
predicting the corresponding conscious experiences.) For the classical 
gestalt psychologists and for the behaviorist, statements about the nature 
of the external physical stimuli are essential in this prediction. For the 
behaviorist, just because he is interested in the learned or idiosyncratic 
aspects of behavior, there is also the need for statements about past 
stimulus situations and their outcomes. Will not the gestalt social psy- 
chologist also need laws relating these same variables to present con- 
scious contents, and hence to behavior? 

The bold postulation of isomorphism between experience and action 
will probably do much to unify social-psychological theory and to substi- 
tute genuine predictive disagreements among theories (and there are un- 
doubtedly such) for specious semantic squabbles. Convinced as I am 
that the greatest bulk of data available to the student of social attitudes 
will come in the form of linguistic references to conscious contents of the 
view-of-the-world type, the development of a specific lexicon translating 
views of the world into response patterns becomes an important and un- 
finished empirical business. Thus, in spite of his misleading attacks on 
behaviorism, Asch has made an important contribution to a cumulative 
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theory of acquired behavioral dispositions, as to other problems not 
covered in this document, such as the rationality of making use of in- 
formation provided by others in so-called “conformity” or “suggestibility” 
situations [5, 28] and the coordination of persons in joint undertakings. 


The Need for Multiple Connotation in Acquired Behavioral Dis- 
position Terms 

Considering the support from the conditions of data collection, it 
seems unlikely that the terminological alternatives which face social 
psychology today will be eliminated by the imperialistic domination of 
one point of view over the other. And even were it possible, it would 
represent a loss, Hopes for integration would seem more likely to lie 
in the utilization of acquired behavioral dispositional terms that have 
explicitly both connotations, are both response tendencies and views of 
the world, The concept of habit as described by Dewey in 1922 [42] 
had to a very considerable extent these dual aspects, unlikely as this may 
seem in terms of today’s usages. The concept of “object,” as uniquely 
used by G. H. Mead [106], had these connotations, for Mead empha- 
sized that not only did the object contain such characteristics as color 
and form, but also the organism’s readiness to respond to it, the object’s 
utility, its rewardingness, or punishingness, etc. Thus the image of the 
chair was made up not only of form and color, but contained also, and 
equally inherently for a socialized human being, the character of sit-in- 
ableness. Preeminently among acquired behavioral disposition terms 
available to the social psychologist, the term attitude has such dual 
connotations, 

While the great bulk of the formal definitions of attitude emphasize 
the response side, the general discussion and usage has traditionally in- 
cluded both. Allport has defined attitude as “ . . + a mental and neural 
State of readiness, organized through experience, exerting a directive or 
dynamic influence upon the individual's response to all objects and 
Situations with which it is related” [3, p. 810]. Although this has pri- 
marily a motor orientation, in discussion Allport also tells us— 


: Without guiding attitudes the individual is confused and baffled. Some 
kind of preparation is essential before he can make a satisfactory observation, 


James, they “engender meaning upon the world”; they draw lines about and 
Segregate an otherwise chaotic environment; they are our methods for 
finding our way about in an ambiguous universe [3, p. 806). 


Faris, writing as a sociologist in 1931, uses Dewey’s definition of habit 
for a definition of attitude, “an acquired predisposition to ways or modes 
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of response,” and then goes on to say, as though elaborating on this 
thought, “The attitude is a way of conceiving an object; it is the mental 
counterpart of an object . . . . One cannot experience a new object 
without experiencing at the same time a new attitude” [47, pp. 8-10]. 

While neither of these authors was attempting to make the point we 
are considering, these quotations are enough to illustrate the dual aspect 
of the concept. Further illustration of the point comes from the inspec- 
tion of the kinds of items that attitude-test constructors have intuitively 
put into their tests—probably working more closely with a common- 
sense understanding of the concept than with their formal definitions. 
In all of the social-attitude scales I have inspected, except the purely 
social-distance scales, there are items stating a generalized predisposition 
to respond in a given way, such as “I would not patronize a hotel that 
accommodates Negroes” [Hinkley-Thurstone test, 161, item A-14], and 
items describing the view held of the social object, such as “Inherently, 
the Negro and the white man are equal” [161, item A-8]. If anything, 
items of the latter kind are the most numerous—all items reproducing 
popular stereotypes are of this form. Furthermore, there is no evidence 
that such a combination has interfered with the achievement of 
homogeneous attitude scales [91, 96, 153]. Factorial studies by Gage 
[50] and by Kahn [77] on attitudes toward the Negro show both kinds 
of items reflecting the same general factor. 

Another dividing line among acquired behavioral dispositions has to 
do with the presence or absence of motivational or goal attributes. Atti- 
tude in many of its definitions and usages has this additional connota- 
tion, further enhancing its value as an integrating dispositional concept 
in social psychology. This very multiplicity of connotation has, however, 
contributed substantially to the abandonment of the term [e.g., 156]. 
The nominalist currents dominant in the social sciences tend to demand 
both singular and rigid definitions for each construct, and lead toward 
the reification of each attribute as a separate process or entity. Were 
cach of the connotations of attitude functionally separable, this would, 
of course, be justified. But where the several attributes are aspects of a 
common syndrome, appropriate multiple connotation becomes an asset. 


IV. MEANS DISPOSITIONS AND ENDS DISPOSITIONS: THE 
OBJECT-CONSISTENT RESPONSE 


The theme of this section is that all constructs referring to responses 
or to mediational dispositions also have goal or motive quality. This theme 
is relevant to the unification of dispositional constructs in several ways. 
While the empirical convergences noted in the previous section pointed 
toward agreement on two types of learned constructs, even this duality 
is challenged here. In addition, a further contribution is made to the 
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problem of the central nervous system and conscious experience con- 
comitants of the behavioral regularities described by the behaviorists. 

The empirical convergences of the previous section have pointed to 
two basic acquired dispositional constructs: an acquired-means con- 
struct, and an acquired-goals construct. The reappearance of these two 
in such different theoretical traditions lends considerable implication of 
validity to the notion that these two at least are required, that reduction 
in the number of terms should not go beyond this point. Further con- 
ceptual convergence upon this duality abounds—Myrdal’s beliefs and 
valuations [125, p. 1027]; Parsons and Shils’s [131] cognitive orientations 
versus cathectic orientations; Tolman’s [165] means-ends readiness and 
expectancies, etc, Rosenberg [139] and Carlson [34] have made a com- 
parable distinction within the social-attitude area per se. To tie their 
system into the previous discussion, their particular concept of attitude 
can be identified with Lewin’s force vector and Hull’s sEr. Attitude thus 
conceived is demonstrated by them to be a joint function of value satis- 
faction associated with the outcome, to be identified with Lewin’s 
valence and Hull’s K, and the perceived instrumentality, to be identified 
with Lewin’s structure of the life space and Hull’s sr. Furthermore, in 
discussions of values in both philosophy and social science, the distinc- 
tion between means and ends is recurrent and, no doubt, useful. 

If I were to undertake at the present moment the kind of integration 
of concepts appropriate for an introductory text in social psychology, I 
should certainly retain these two components to the behavioral 
formula. There nonetheless remains the feeling that a basic redundancy 
exists among the three concepts of tension, valence, and structure in 
Lewin’s system and D, K, and «Hr in Hulls. Making this point requires 
a detour into the details of the concept of response in its most readily 
objectified setting of overt animal behavior. First, we must distinguish 
between muscle-consistent and object-consistent modes of response. This 
not only provides a background for the major problem, but also deals 
with one important factor which has led to the rejection of the dis- 
positional constructs of Pavlov and Watson by social scientists. Since 
most modern learning theorists employ object-consistent responses, many 
of the traditional reasons for rejecting stimulus-response theories are no 
longer applicable, 

The second point is more difficult. Since object-consistent responses 
are characteristic of most (although not all) learned behavioral dis- 
positions, it is appropriate to characterize such dispositions as acquired 
Purposes, motives, or goals. If this second point can be made acceptably, 
it will provide a bridge between the two classes of dispositional constructs, 
the means concepts referring to acquired behavioral routines, to pro- 
grams or sequences of response, to schedules for behavior, and the ends 


Acquired Behavioral Dispositions 137 


concepts stated in terms of acquired drives, motives, goals, purposes, 
needs, need-dispositions, cathectic orientations, and the like. The unifica- 
tion would be achieved by alleging that all of the acquired behavioral 
dispositions in which social psychology is interested—be they called 
habits or attitudes or sets or cathexes—have both aspects. Whereas the 
unification efforts of the previous section may have seemed biased toward 
the behaviorist, the net bias of this section may seem to be toward a 
perceptual point of view, ending up as it does with a tentative argument 
that for every object-consistent response, there is something like a stored 
image in the central nervous system. However, for behaviorists properly 
agnostic as to how the central nervous system achieves the dependable 
regularities they observe, no incompatibility is present. 


Molar Response versus Reflex: Convenient Level of Abstraction 
or Empirically Demonstrable Distinction 


Watson and the early behaviorists thought of learned behavior as 
learned muscle contractions. This description of the learning process is 
one of the reasons why his orientation has seemed inadequate to social 
scientists for predicting the behavior of socialized human beings. The 
typical social scientist often fails to realize that Watson’s description is of 
proven inadequacy even for the learned dispositions of rats, and that 
it has been almost totally abandoned in modern learning theory. 

A distinction between types of responses has been made by a number 
of writers. Tolman [165], Hull [75], and Spence [148] have epitomized 
it as the difference between the study of molar and molecular behavior. 
Guthrie (57, 58] has expressed it clearly in his early distinction between 
acts and movements and in his more recent distinction between advertent 
and inadvertent responses. Brunswik’s [17, 18] distinction is between 
distal and proximal responses. Skinner [144] has always been clear that 
he dealt with molar responses rather than muscle contractions, and his 
distinction between operant and respondent behavior has some similarity, 
although drawn for another purpose. The present writer [21, 22, 24] 
has employed the concepts of object-consistent versus muscle-consistent 
response. 

It is typical of the dominant philosophy of science in our field that 
Many who accept the molar level of analysis as characteristic of their 
Own research regard this as a mere experimental convenience, as the 
utilization of one arbitrary classification system as opposed to another. 
The attitude has seemed to be that any level of analysis would do, 
the molar level merely being the most convenient from a data-collection 
Standpoint. The molar response has been regarded as just a larger 
Classification category representing the arbitrary pooling of a number of 
Molecular responses. The weakness is that this orientation often allows 
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the learning theorist to assume that his explanatory problem is the same, 
whether he uses a molecular response analysis or a molar one, and it 
allows him to regard an explanatory construct which might be adequate 
for a muscle consistency as equally adequate for an object consistency. 

Such an orientation is clearly incompatible with the history of the 
problem. As has been reviewed in detail elsewhere (145, 21], Watson 
specifically committed himself to a learned muscle-contraction theory 
of maze learning. His conclusion generated a spate of experiments that 
clearly disproved this point of view. Clear evidence that what rats had 
learned about a maze was not muscle contractions led Lashley [85, 86] 
to abandon Watson’s theory at a time when he was Watson’s leading 
student. Experiments by Warner [170], Dennis [40], Macfarlane [104], 
and others were equally clear-cut. In attempting to epitomize the learned 
response invariance, identifying it as an invariance in muscle con- 
tractions was clearly wrong in most instances. The invariances present 
were rather invariances in effects, in places reached, in objects avoided 
or manipulated, etc. To express the matter in Brunswik’s orientation 
[e.g., 17, 18], while the study of learned or inherited covariances between 
proximal stimuli and responses is a perfectly proper scientific program, 
it in fact has usually discovered no laws, Instead, the demonstrable effects 
of learning usually turn out to be correlations between distal stimulus 
and distal responses. 

In any given instance, the muscle-consistent versus object-consistent 
classifications of the learned response are rival hypotheses. In the original 
learning situation, they are usually confounded. But, by the employment 
of deliberate transposition experiments, they can be separated. When this 
is done, as in the experiments of Wickens (174, 175], Nissen [126], and 
Guthrie and Horton [58], the molar, advertent, object-consistent re- 
Sponse is most usually found. [The instances in which muscle consistency 
occurs are, of course, important in their own right, and I have attempted 
an explanation of the exceptions elsewhere, 24.] The distinction is not, 
therefore, a matter of convenience in data collection, but an empirical 
question as to where the learned invariances actually lie. 


Object-consistent Response in Evolutionary and Anatomical 
Perspective 

In the first quarter of the nineteenth century, Bell and Magendie 
made one of the most stimulating discoveries of the whole century. They 
demonstrated the clear anatomical separation of sensory and motor nerve 
fibers in the spinal column. This discovery, the anatomical and clinical 
Support which soon accumulated around it including studies of paralysis 
in spinal cord damage, and Support from the demonstration of the uni- 
directional conductance of the nerve impulse, created an indelible im- 
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pression upon the thinking in physiology and psychology which is still 
dominant. Anatomically, there is no quarrel with this position or with 
many of its specific implications. In our own generation, these have been 
amply validated by experimental embryology and anatomy in many 
ways, including the transplantation experiments by Weiss [172], Sperry 
[151], and others. But in psychology, the discovery generated a reflex- 
arc notion of habit in which a single sensory impulse goes into the brain, 
is channeled by instinctive or habitual pathways to appropriate efferent 
nerve fibers, which then carry an activating impulse to a specific muscle. 
This model, although found useful in the diagrams of the previous 
section, is at variance with the facts of distal object-consistent response. 
The misleadingness of this oversimplified anatomy as a model for 
behavior was seen clearly by John Dewey in 1896 [41], long before the 
model had achieved the dominance in learning theory which it was to 
attain thirty years later. There were, of course, other influences which 
made, and continue to make, the model attractive. For many, it seemed 
to be the only deterministic model, and a deterministic model has been 
extremely important for biologists and social scientists, who have con- 
tinued to find themselves in competition with vitalistic and metaphysical 
theories. This particular influence may be expected to disappear within 
our present generation, since servomechanism or cybernetic theory has 
provided us with a deterministic model for the object-consistent, out- 
come-controlled response [6, 22, 24, 57, 114, 116]. 

While the present focus is on the residues of experience in the organism’s 
own lifetime, it should also be noted that the great bulk of so-called 
instinctive or inherited behavior patterns in the lower organisms consists 
of distal, object-consistent responses. This fact has been largely neglected, 
in part due to an early confusion in terminology between reflexes, 
instinct, and drive. A reflex is best defined as a proximal muscle-con- 
sistent response of specific stimulus elicitation, such as the knee jerk 
reflex or the Babinski reflex or other reflexes found in infants, for 
example. These reflexes can be artificially induced by stimulating the 
efferent neurons alone; they are clearly proximal. However, most in- 
stinctive behaviors of the elaborated locomotor organisms of both the 
arthropod and vertebrate phyla represent guided distal responses. Jon- 
sider, for example, the inherited web form of the spider, achieved 
through a noninherited number of swings back and forth in a variable 
environmental context [83]. Consider the nest of the mud wasp, which 
fits into whatever environmental opportunities are offered and, if 
damaged, will be repaired [102]. Indeed, the instances of distal in- 
stinctive behavior among insects and birds are so preponderant as to 
make especially noteworthy the occasional occurrence of proximal re- 
Sponses, as for example, the egg-retrieving instinct of the bird that moves 
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his head in appropriate pattern even when the egg has slipped away. 
These anomalies are indeed anomalies, and a systematic survey of in- 
stinctive behavior will show that it is adaptive just in the sense that it 
is not disturbed by specific relocations of the organism in question or the 
environmental context [160]. The distality and minor purposiveness of 
such behavior and its independence of muscular specificity must be 
clearly evident to anyone who has watched an ant carry a large piece of 
bread over an obstacle course of twigs and leaves. Object consistency, 
outcome-controlled response, is characteristic of a great deal more than 
learned behavior. 

From the evolutionary point of view, it is likely that this must be so, 
for it is the feature of object consistency that has survival value. There is 
no point in an animal learning a habit or a species evolving an instinct 
which can only be applied from a specific point of application, or which 
is predicated upon an extreme degree of environmental stability. The 
ecological conditions of evolution argue that complex behavior patterns 
would emerge only if distal responses were possible. Behavioral com- 
plexity of a proximal sort has no survival value in the world as we know 
it. Thus, behavioral complexity is predicated upon distance receptors, 
whether this behavioral complexity be instinctive or learned. 

A look at the evolution of the nervous system seems relevant here. 
Primitive evidence of nervous tissue is to be found in the muscular 
walls of the coelenterates. These nerve cells start at a skin surface and 
activate a muscle contraction, such as might serve to withdraw an arm 
of a hydra, or to contract a throat, etc. These elementary nerve fibers 
are certainly “fixed-wired” in the sense that the response is a uniform 
muscle contraction effected through a single efferent neuron. In this 
sense, the response is certainly proximal or muscle-consistent. But another 
aspect of this behavior should also be noted. The response is also stimulus- 
guided or object-consistent, having the effect of removing the organism 
from the source of stimulation in the case of a withdrawal reflex, or 
enclosing the source of stimulation if it is a grasping or swallowing 
reflex. Thus, the response is like a distal response, inasmuch as it achieves 
a uniform shift in the organism-environment relationship. 

i As a second example, let us take Jacques Loeb’s [99] analysis of a 
simple heliotropic organism and machine in which the left eye activates 
the right leg, and vice versa, so that stimulation from one eye causes the 
opposite leg to move, and thus produces consistent locomotion toward a 
light. Here too there was fixed wiring and hence muscle-consistent re- 
sponse. However, the fixed wiring was of such a nature that the response 
had a consistent effect relative to the source of stimulation, moving the 
organism toward the light. Without going into the literal legitimacy of 
Loeb’s model, we can emphasize the fact that the primitive nervous 
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systems are adaptive in that they lead to responses which modify the 
organism-environment relationship in a consistent way and are thus 
object-consistent, but they are also fixed-wired or muscle-consistent. It 
would seem essential that in evolution the adaptive characteristics be re- 
tained at every level. Somehow in the course of evolution, behavioral 
complexity has been achieved through the modification of the proximal 
muscle consistency without losing the stimulus-guided aspect of behavior. 

This analysis indicates the importance of distinguishing two functions 
for what are normally called stimuli. Tolman [165, p. 329], Nissen [127], 
Guthrie [57], and Tinbergen [163], if not others, have made the dis- 
tinction. One stimulus function is that of instigator, trigger, cue, or re- 
leaser. The second is that of response guide, supporting stimulus, or 
maintaining stimulus. In the primitive behavioral coordination, these 
two functions are tied together, so that the stimulus object is both the 
instigator and the guide for the response. This is true for simple escape 
and food-gathering behavior, But at some point in the evolutionary 
ladder another kind of combination becomes possible; in this combina- 
tion, one stimulus can serve as the instigator of the response, while other 
stimuli serve as guide. Experimental work on escape versus avoidance 
training may serve to illustrate the distinction. In escape learning, the 
electrical shock is both the instigator of behavior and the guide in the 
sense that behavior is consistent to the end of removing the shock or 
getting away from it. In avoidance learning, some warning stimulus be- 
comes the cue for an avoidant response guided by other stimuli coming 
from the floor, walls, etc. Behavior theories in the Pavlovian tradition 
have focused almost entirely upon the instigator aspect of the stimulus. 
They have neglected the very basic and primitive attribute of stimulus 
as a guide to the response. Pavlovian theory presents a model in which 
any stimulus can be connected with any response with equal ease. From 
the present point of view, the natural and most frequent situation is 
where the stimulus is both instigator and guide, even for the higher 
vertebrates, as when the cat chases a rat. 

Central nervous system anatomy would seem to give considerable 
advantage to learning stimulus-response coordinations which were natu- 
rally homogeneous in that the response was guided by the instigating 
Stimulus. The close paralleling and the cross connections between 
Sensory somatic and motor areas in the central nervous system, where 
toe sensations parallel toe movements and arm sensations parallel arm 
Movements in an orderly fashion along the Rolandic fissure, seem to 
indicate some easier interconnection between stimulation of a body part 
and a response of that body part. Such spatial closeness has no place in 
the Pavlovian doctrine but could, however, be demonstrated rather easily. 
Suppose one took a dog in a conditioning harness and in the initial 
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training touched the right foot and rewarded him for lifting that same 
foot. After that habit has been learned well, what foot will be lifted 
when one touches the left foot? It seems likely that the initial response 
would be a lifting of the left foot; that the touch stimulus is normally 
both a cue and a spatial guide for the response. Similarly, a dog would 
more easily learn to lift his right foot to a right-foot touch than to lift his 
left foot to a right-foot touch [see 33 for a related experiment]. 

This is not to deny that higher animals can learn responses to stimuli 
which have only instigator function. Thus one could not say that the 
buzzer which warns the dog to lift his leg guides his response. In this 
association of buzzer with leg lifting, a stimulus and response are 
arbitrarily associated, are nonhomogeneous. However, in most instances 
the leg lifting will be a distal response guided by the tactual or visual 
stimuli which provide knowledge of where the floor is. In many ways the 
Pavlovian dog, as Pavlov described it, was less adaptive to its environ- 
ment than a hydra. 

A study of Murphy and Miller [122] illustrates the natural tendency 
of animals to learn stimulus-coordinated responses and the relative 
difficulty animals have Separating cue from response guide. In the 
Wisconsin general test apparatus, the monkey learns to get food by 
moving one of two discriminable objects which cover the food wells. In 
this situation, learning takes place rapidly and relearning to a changed 
cue relationship is almost instantaneous. Murphy and Miller modified this 
setup by placing the discriminated objects on a shelf 6 inches above the 
food wells, and covering the wells with identical white wedges. Under 
these conditions, one group of animals was unable to learn, A second 
group of animals, which had acquired the discrimination under the 
usual procedure, dropped to chance level of performance. It is felt that 
those theories of Pavlovian tradition which see in the stimulus only the 
cue function and not the response-guiding function are unable to predict 
this difficulty. 

It seems obvious that human beings could have learned the Murphy 
and Miller discriminations. But, except for a man-made environment, 
such problems are extremely rare. From a functional evolutionary point 
of view, the ecological validity or the usefulness of such a capacity is 
relatively low. In nature, remote-control devices are few, and cues and 
guides seem usually to come together. Thus the food object provides 
visual instigating stimuli (cues) which are also supporting stimuli or 
guides. For the rat, the predatory cat represents both cue and the 
physical locus of threat. It is only in the experimenter’s laboratory or in 
the push-button world constructed by modern science that the cue for an 
act is regularly separated from the object which guides the act. It seems 
a fair extension of selective survival mechanisms in the evolutionary 
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perspective to predict that the capacity with the greatest general 
ecological usefulness will have emerged first and have remained most 
basic in the functioning of organisms. 


Template for an Object-consistent Response 


Guthrie was one of the earliest to recognize the importance of a clean 
distinction between acts and movements. He chose to study and build 
theory about movements rather than acts, expressing in part, no doubt, 
an insistence upon deterministic, materialistic explanations of behavior. 
Consistent to this background, he was the first of the major learning 
theorists to recognize the value of cybernetics or servomechanism theory 
in providing a deterministic explanation for responses that are controlled 
in terms of outcome, that are consistent in terms of results in spite of 
substitutability of movements. Guthrie put it this way: 

In other words, association may result in acts as well as movements, and 
this is evident in cats as well as in men. The basic nature of the learning 
may be just as much an association of stimulus and response in an act that 
includes sustaining stimuli and cybernetic correction as it was in Pavlov’s 
salivary responses. The automatic pilot, the thermostat, the governor of the 
engine—all illustrate the fact that physical analogies are available in which by 
setting a control we govern the later behavior of a complicated machine. In 
animal behavior we have only to assume that the setting, which can itself be 
a physical response, is itself subject to associative learning [57, p. 284]. 


But a thermostat setting represents the selection of an ideal locus on 
a single continuum. In contrast, the memories or instinctive guides that 
make possible an object-consistent response must be quite multidi- 
mensional. For this multidimensional thermostat setting, for this “input 
reference set” as a servosystem engineer might label it, for this blueprint 
of desired outcomes, or criteria against which to check the sensory inputs 
representing the status quo, the use of the term template is suggested. 
I am not in any way suggesting how such a central nervous system 
record might be carried; nonetheless it seems logically required that there 
be stored templates or maps for each object-consistent segment of be- 
havior. Thus in the complex habit of lighting a cigarette, there is not 
only the template for cigarette in mouth, the template of warmth and 
smell to confirm that it is lit, but also a template for the cigarette lighter 
in the pocket that stops the blind fumbling among objects when that 
Particular object is hit upon. The requirement for such templates seem 
to be implicit in the facts of distal behavior and in the servomechanism 
model for how such behavior could be achieved. If we stay at a hard- 
ware terminology like template and stay close to the servomechanism 
model, we seem to be on safe materialistic, deterministic grounds, but 
the concept may also’ open the back door for some prescientific con- 
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ceptualizations of the storage of experience or acquired behavioral dis- 
positions. Very often these templates are going to be built up around 
objects, in considerable degree will have in them requirements for the 
shape of the objects, and will come close to being images of objects. 

A further problem arises here. In the simplest form of the servo- 
mechanism model, the template operates in terms of feedback after re- 
sponse. Thus, if the furnace heats too much, the thermostat turns it off; 
if the flywheel flies too fast, the governor cuts down on the steam. Such 
an operation of the template is perfectly compatible with what have 
been elsewhere called blind object-consistent responses [24], in which 
continuance of the process or its modification is dependent upon sensory 
feedback from the outcomes of previous response. But such a model does 
not seem to be complicated enough for the typical guided object-con- 
sistent response. For these responses, there seems to be a perceptual search 
and a perceptual checking of perceptual objects against a template, with 
the motor responses being guided by the discrepancy between perception 
and template. For organisms with vision, one needs either one template 
against which both vision and motor feedback are compared, or separate 
templates that are somehow coordinated. The single-template model 
seems preferable. Checking a perceptual pattern against the template 
(which very obviously must take place even in instinctive behavior, as in 
the insect recognizing a mate, or the baby chick pecking at grains of wheat) 
brings us closer to concepts of the storage of behavioral dispositions in 
terms of images. Note Uexkiill’s [168] use of the concept of search 
image, Tolman’s [166] cognitive map, and Holst’s [69] efference copy. 
Mowrer [118], and Miller, Galanter, and Pribram [109] have recently 
been influenced by cybernetic considerations to reintroduce the term 
“image,” using it very much as I have done here. While the term schema 
[e.g., 8], like image, has been used primarily to describe perceptual 
processes, it likewise seems a synonym for the template guiding an object- 
consistent response. Such usage would further remove the lacuna be- 
tween the perceptual and motor aspects of our common-sense model of 
the brain. 

While these comments are not compelling, they may increase the 
possibility that, in a deterministic framework, acquired behavioral dis- 
positions may be expressed in terms of images of objects, as well as 
physiological pathway routings. Such a point of view does not necessarily 
commit us to the kind of psychoneural isomorphism which Sperry [152] 
has so effectively criticized. We would agree with Hebb [64] and with 
McCulloch [101] that the template could be spatially distributed all 
through the central nervous system, as the extirpation data indicates it 
must be. However, it is true that a three-dimensional or two-dimensional 
anatomical parallelism would have many conceptual advantages were it 
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ever to be reconciled with the anatomical findings. Woolsey’s [177] data 
on the orderly mapping of the somatosensory projection areas, the 
parallel orderly mapping of the somatic motor areas, the evidence of 
point-to-point. connections between motor and sensory areas, and the 
existence of duplicates for each may in the long run make a spatial 
paralleling of objects and templates more plausible than seems possible 
from Sperry’s [152] resumé of the experimental anatomical evidence. 


Minor Purpose and Goal in an Object-consistent Response 


As Moore and Lewis [114], following the classic paper of Rosen- 
bleuth, Weiner, and Bigelow [140], have made clear, every molar, object- 
consistent act is purposive or goal-oriented. Purposiveness has, of course, 
long been regarded by Tolman [164] as an essential characteristic of 
molar behavior. The animal behaves as though it had the (minor) 
purpose of depressing the lever, no matter how; or of getting out of 
the box, no matter how; or of getting to the corner and turning right, 
whether by 10 wading steps or 50 swimming paddlings; or of getting 
the finger off the spot, whether by bending the finger forward or back- 
ward. These are very minor purposes, very trivial and intermediate 
goals, to be sure. But in so far as we have been able to define purpose and 
goal operationally, these fit the definition. Since the great bulk of the 
learned responses studied by learning theorists have this object-consistent 
or molar character, their acquired behavioral dispositional terms, such as 
sEx and habit, can be claimed to have the attributes of purposiveness 
and goal-directedness. 

The minor purposes shown in object-consistent response are aspects 
of the flexible fitting of organism to environment found in the execution 
of any well-learned habit [24]. Of course, these minor purposes are 
only nodes of consistency in behavior sequences that encompass a larger 
Spatial and temporal span. Thus, after learning, the rat shows an object 
Consistency of response in pressing a lever, but a more overreaching 
Consistency of response to a food pellet, a means object which would 
More usually be called a goal object than would the lever. But in lieu of 
a pellet, some other foodstuff would be acceptable, showing a con- 
sistency of a still more encompassing sort. ‘These nodes of consistency 
or partial invariance are not to be judged arbitrary classificatory fictions. 
While in the initial instance they represent the experimenter’s classifica- 
tion of response, they are actuarially verifiable as providing consistency. 

By pointing to this potential series of intermediate purposes, I hope 
to ‚make more plausible the description of motives and acquired drives as 
being of the same nature as habits, but with a broader span. Further- 
more, in a given instance it may be equivocal whether a drive or a habit 
has been learned, and this may be decided solely by which symptoms of 
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that learning the experimenter happens to test. Consider an avoidance 
learning situation in which a rat is placed in a box, a buzzer is rung, 
and an electric shock delivered. Something is learned, so that when the 
buzzer is rung again, distinctive responses appear. If these responses are 
jumping from the box or climbing up one wall, the learned stimulus- 
response connection would be called a habit (involving an object-con- 
sistent response, in that the actual movements of locomotion might vary 
considerably from trial to trial). If, however, this same past experience 
and resultant learning were to be manifest in terms of the rat’s sub- 
sequent trial-and-error learning to spin a wheel to open a door so that 
it could get out, the initial avoidance learning would no longer be called 
a habit but rather an acquired drive or incentive. In this instance, it 
could be argued that what is learned has not changed, but merely the 
tested manifestations of it. The conclusion of this chapter is that motive 
attributes as well as means attributes characterize all learned object- 
consistent responses which interest the social psychologist. 


The Means-end Regress 


If one shifts to a social level of inquiry, one notes in the analysis of 
values that what may be regarded as an end for one analysis may be 
merely mediational for another, generating a regress of means-end rela- 
tionships. In such a situation, one is offered the alternative of viewing 
the various elements of what becomes a means-to-a-means-to-a-means 
Sequence not as qualitatively dissimilar categories, but as loci in a hier- 
archy of similar mechanisms. In so far as a unification of dispositional 
constructs, including drive, acquired drive, incentive motivation, and 
habit is essayed here, it is of this sort. Of course, acceptance of this posi- 
tion does not rule out using the practical distinction between super- 
ordinate purpose and subordinate purpose, or between ends and means 
at any one level of analysis. The notion of a hierarchical arrangement 
of dispositions not qualitatively different, except for position in the hier- 
archy, is similar to that presented by Adams [1]. 

In terms of the cybernetic analysis of purposive behavior [e.g., 114, 
140], the rat in the maze can be seen as extending his paw until the 
feedbacks match a retained criterion of contacting the floor, a most 
minute purpose achieved; as continuing to run until the exteroceptor 
input matches the retained criteria of corner for right (or southwest or 
window-ward) turn, achieving this location by novel means of locomo- 
tion if others are blocked; as continuing to the goal region by familiar 
response or trial-and-error innovation until the cues with secondary re- 
inforcing quality are present; as continuing behavior sequences until the 
pleasure sensory receptors associated with chewing, tasting, swallowing, 
and stomach inflation are activated. If necessary, the rat may substitute 
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other turns and goal regions by extinction and trial-and-error relearning. 
There can be seen here a hierarchy of feedback circuits of greater and 
greater span, in which minor circuits become substitutable units in the 
service of the major ones. Smedslund [146] has suggested extending 
Brunswik’s “lens model” [17] in a way useful here, By expanding Bruns- 
wik’s diagram, the foci of vicarious functioning can be seen as occurring 
at several degrees of distality, as in Fig. 4. The criteria against which 
input is compared and the conditions of satisfaction are sometimes given 
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Fic. 4. Expansion of the Brunswik “lens model’ to include several 
levels of distality. Note that in this expansion, the braces become 
functionally important parts of the diagram, in that a particular 
distal $ is tied to a particular distal R at the same level of distality. 
In the cybernetic restatement of Brunswik’s important perspective, 
the two-dimensional spatial separation of S and R on “opposite” sides 
of the “organism” becomes inappropriate. 


by learning, sometimes by biological inheritance. The level which we 
call “drive” in studies of mammalian behavior primarily represents 
feedback circuits against inherited criteria. In the more instinct-ridden 
phyla, inherited criteria are also involved in the more proximal circuits. 


Motivational, Value, and Goal Connotations in the Concept of 
Social Attitude 


“Attitude” in the social psychology tradition has represented not 
only a predisposition to respond in a certain way or to view the world 
in a certain way; it also represents motive attributes, preferences for 
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certain types of goals, or predilections for certain types of outcome. In 
the previous section, the simultaneous presence of the first two connota- 
tions has been judged insufficient grounds for splitting the concept of 
attitude into two constructs. Rather, attitude is to be conceived of as one 
process or entity with these two facets rather than as two independently 
manipulatable processes or entities, Can the motivational aspect be simi- 
larly handled? 

As we have briefly noted, Rosenberg [139] and Carlson [34] sug- 
gest an interpretation of the concept of attitude which makes it a result 
of underlying components of value and perceived instrumentality. There 
is an analogy between their three constructs (attitude, value, and per- 
ceived instrumentality) and those of Hull (sEr, K, and H ) and those 
of Lewin (force vector or locomotion 


Certainly it is range of inclusiveness rather than a qualitative dif- 
ference that distinguishes between attitudes such as “allowing Negroes 
to move into white neighborhoods,” and “allowing members of the 
Communist Party to address the public,” from values such as “people 
sticking to their own groups,” and “the open expression of disagreement 
between people.” Certainly the former can be interpreted as values 
which, when combined with other instrumentalities, would produce still 
more specific dispositions, Certainly the latter can be interpreted as 
means to still more important ends, Certainly it would be unreasonable 
to assume a genetic priority of the more general over the more specific. 


true were all three (attitude, valuation, and perceived instrumentality ) 
cosymptoms of a single syndrome, as three alternate measures of “the 
same” disposition. Further, while they showed that manipulating per- 
ceived instrumentality changed attitude, it also unexpectedly changed 
valuation. And might not a direct effort to change the attitude have 


such considerations should warn us that the apparent empirical con- 
vergence upon two qualitatively discrete dispositional concepts, one of 
means and one of ends, is one of convenient dichotomization in a hier- 
archical system of means-to-means-to-means. In particular, the concept 
of social attitude in its traditional usage [e.g., 3, 142, 179] is more to 
be valued because it connotes both behavior-scheduling and outcome- 
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valuing learnings, rather than rejected because it has been given such 
discrepant meanings. 


V. MEASURING SOCIAL ATTITUDES AND OTHER ACQUIRED 
BEHAVIORAL DISPOSITIONS 


Theory about social attitudes and measurement of social attitudes 
have, by and large, developed independently—even when definitional 
discussion and research have occurred in the same article. There are 
several recent discussions, however, which define social attitude in a way 
which is directly relevant to measurement and is consistent with the opera- 
tional diagnosis of acquired behavioral dispositions as presented here. 
My own treatment of definition and measurement of 1950 [20] has 
been cited in the introduction to this chapter. In his “A Conceptual In- 
troduction to Latent Structure Analysis” [88], Lazarsfeld effectively 
presents a similar orientation. Green has tied these two treatments to- 
gether in his excellent contribution on attitude measurement in the 
Handbook of Social Psychology [56]. These presentations say, in effect, 
that an attitude is a disposition, or latent structure, which we diagnose 
or measure on the basis of stimulus-response contingencies. If we take 
attitude-test items as stimuli and respondent statements of agreement 
or disagreement as responses, the typical attitude test may seem to fit 
right into this definition. However, we are rarely interested in attitudes 
toward items per se, but rather in attitudes toward symbolically repre- 
sented social objects, and this fact complicates the problem. The use of 
contingencies representing a population of respondents rather than a 
population of occasions for a single respondent is a further complication. 
In addition, one traditional attitude-test focus is upon extremeness of 
response, rather than upon that consistency of response which would fol- 
low most directly from the definition. These problems will be dealt with 
in turn. 

Efforts to measure the residues of experience or acquired behavioral 
dispositions occur in psychology in the areas of attitude testing, opinion 
Surveys, personality-trait measurement, projective testing, clinical diag- 
nosis, case study reconstruction of life histories, and achievement testing. 
All but the last named are relevant to the discussion that follows. 


Diagnostic Methods Following from the Dispositional Perspective 


Before discussing actual current practice, it seems desirable to look 
again at our operational model for diagnosing dispositions with its re- 
lated theory and to inventory the modes of attitude testing and per- 
sonality diagnosis which would follow, no matter how farfetched or 
unfamiliar these might be. 
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1. Tailing. Following most closely from the diagnostic model of Sec. 
II, one would assign a detective to follow the respondent with a tally 
sheet of the Table 2 type, revising the stimulus and response categories 
in attempts to get better fit, etc. In this fashion, significant stimulus 
categories and response dispositions toward these stimuli would be diag- 
nosed. This extremely costly and awkward procedure may be set up as an 
ideal from the point of view of a unified behavior theory. In terms of it, 
unconscious attitudes or attitudes of which the respondent is unaware, as 
well as those of which he is aware, could be diagnosed. The diagnostician 
would limit himself to those dispositions elicited by the life pattern of the 
respondent and thus might not be able to learn of the presence or absence 
of a specific behavioral tendency. Presumably, however, this approach 
would tap the dominant acquired dispositions of the person under study. 

2. Episodic recall. While the “tailing” procedure may never actually 
be used, a related procedure often is employed in the psychotherapeutic 
interview. The respondent recounts regularly the situations he has been 
in during the day before or in previous years and his own reaction to 
these events, From these data the diagnostician attempts to construct 
categories of stimulus and response equivalents and stimulus-response 
contingencies of which the respondent himself need not be aware. 

3. Situation sampling. In this form of field observation, the diagnos- 
tician discovers what relevant stimuli are or will be where and when. 
He then sets up his observational procedures so that he can make sample 
observations of given responses, with and without the stimuli present. 
The focus is not on the single individual or on a full repertory of his 
dispositions, but rather on the occurrence in a population of the presence 
or absence of a specific disposition. In the basic fourfold table, of Stimulus 
(Present or Absent) and Response (Present or Absent), a popula- 


occurrence of the stimulus is under the diagnostician’s control. 

4. Contrived situations, Where the scheduling of the behavior of the 
respondent is under the control of the diagnostician, series of controlled 
situations can be created in which the respondent's responses to specified 


am are no doubt diagnosed in the situation tests popular in World War 
II [e.g., 124]. 
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5. Symbolic stimulus tests. Assuming stimulus equivalence, one 
could adopt the diagnostic procedure of presenting substitute stimuli 
which would elicit response dispositions appropriate to the real social 
stimuli in question. Thus, photos of persons, drawings, models, verbal 
descriptions, names, etc., may substitute for real persons in the contrived 
diagnostic situations which we would now call tests. For tests in this 
category, we have not asked the respondent to report to us on his own 
response tendencies, but are still observing response tendencies in the 
presence or absence of stimulus classes, diagnosing response tendencies 
of which the respondent might himself be unaware. Many projective 
methods and indirect attitude tests fall into this category, most obviously 
those employing dolls and pictures of persons [20, 26, 29]. The Ror- 
schach test might be regarded as consisting of images so complex and 
incoherent that they intersect the stimulus-equivalence gradients of many 
stimuli, thus being most likely to elicit responses belonging to the dis- 
positions of greatest strength. Note that interpreting projective techniques 
as diagnostic of dominent dispositions leads to the expectation of parallels 
between test response and real life response, rather than the assumption 
of compensatory fantasy behavior. This is certainly the most common 
research finding. Where competing approach and avoidance dispositions 
cancel out to inaction in overt behavior because of incompatibility of 
final common paths, the greater freedom of the projective-test situation 
can, of course, allow both dispositions to be expressed. 

6. Respondent’s report on own response dispositions. Verbal be- 
havior has been classified as response in the above section. It has been 
treated just as limb behavior or locomotor behavior, as another exempli- 
fication of a response disposition, as a symptom, evidence, or instance 
of a behavioral disposition, It is perhaps typical of the behaviorist’s or 
Operationalist’s treatment of verbal report that all linguistic products are 
thus treated. However, in referring to human learnings of a spatial 
maze in Sec. II, verbal report was used to allow the respondent to report 
on his own overt locomotor behavioral dispositions. The use of lan- 
guage in this special fashion is typical of social science research tech- 
niques. The respondent becomes a collaborator in the research, a re- 
porter, eine Versuchsperson, an informant. We ask, “When stimulus A 
's present, how do you respond?” If a structured test is employed, we ask, 
“In which of these manners do you most nearly respond when stimulus 
A is present?” This approach is typical of the direct or voluntary self- 
description approaches to attitude measurement in both interview and 
questionnaire [26]. (That verbal report can be used in this special way 
In diagnosing dispositions also diagnosable in other ways is, of course, an 
‘mpirical hypothesis subject to test, and not an analytic presupposition. ) 

7. Respondent's report on his view of the stimulus. To reiterate a 
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particularly important point for the unification of attitude theory: atti- 
tudes may also be diagnosed by asking the respondent about the char- 
acteristics of the stimulus as he sees it. In the human maze illustration 
of Sec. II, this is represented as just as direct a form of inquiry as asking 
about response tendencies. Similarly, as has been noted in Sec. III, such 
items are frequently found in direct attitude tests, However, this ap- 
proach also is characteristic of projective tests and indirect attitude 
measures [20, 26] in which the respondent’s verbal product is taken as a 
symptom of response disposition rather than as a report upon response 
disposition. 

The concept of the “isomorphism of experience and action” (Sec. 
IIL) or the equivalence of views of the world and tendencies to respond 
to the world, provides specific implications in the field of projective 
personality diagnosis. These implications are not necessarily in agreement 
with the quasi-Freudian similarity interpretations usually employed, but 
rather with Murray’s [123] concept of complementary apperceptive 
projection. If one takes as the setting the relationship between a person’s 
traits (interpreted as his response tendencies toward others) and the 
traits he attributes to others, including unknown photo persons, the 
typical projective notions might expect the hostile person to see others as 
hostile, the anxious person to see others as anxious, the rebellious person 
to see others as rebellious and the secretive person to see others as secretive, 
etc. However, if the response tendency is appropriate to (or determined 
by) the view of other persons, then the hostile person should see others 
as hostile but the anxious person should see others as threatening, the 
rebellious person should see others as bossy, the secretive person should 
see others as prying, etc. By and large, the studies of projection that have 
been made to date have only allowed for the appearance of similarity 
projection or its opposite, contrast projection, and so are silent on com- 
plementary projection. The available studies favor complementary pro- 
jection where it has been placed in competition with similarity projec- 
tion. Murray’s original study [123] found that frightened children 
tended to judge photo persons as more malicious and frightening. 
Howard [73] found high-anxious subjects to judge photo persons as 
more “exacting,” “strict,” “cruel,” and “malicious,” and less “kindly,” 
“gentle,” and “lenient,” as complementary projection would predict, 
with no significant differences on “anxious,” “worried,” “secure,” or 
“serene.” Hornberger [70] generated experimental anxiety through 
electric shock apparatus and found that this increased the tendency to 
describe photographed persons as “dangerous,” “threatening,” and 
“frightening,” but did not increase the tendency to perceive them as 
“afraid,” “scared,” or “frightened.” 

To further emphasize the point of empirical convergence between 
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different theories, it can be alleged that complementary projection is 
what S-R theory, in agreement with cognitive theory, predicts for the 
projection situation. The learned traits of a person are the products of 
experience. Stimulus generalization and habit transfer predict that one 
will respond to newly met or unknown photo persons as though they 
were the kind of persons to whom one’s dominent response tendencies 
were originally learned. Thus a person characterized by general avoidant 
and withdrawal tendencies presumably learned these originally in con- 
tact with avoidworthy or punishing persons in childhood, and generalizes 
to novel persons by responding to them as though they were the same. 
The exposition seems obvious for such responses as approach and 
avoidance. But the attribution of character traits to others involves a 
very special kind of response, which we can characterize as judgment or 
depiction. To relate this to learning theory requires that, when consider- 
ing articulate human beings, we explicitly expand our inventory of the 
relevant aspects of the learned response syndrome. Let us take a simple 
case of one trial learning. A child is burned by a hot stove. This leads 
to an association of the stove with the responses of withdrawal and 
avoidance and, in addition, and equally automatically, the responses of 
judging the stove to be hot, or burning, or even dangerous or bad. These 
verbalizable descriptions of the stove, these attitudes toward or percep- 
tions of the stove are an intrinsic part of what has been learned or ac- 
quired by the initial contiguity of stove and pain. They may or may not 
be overt responses in the initial experience, but they can usually be as- 
certained by interview later. Or take a child to whom an adult has fre- 
quently caused pain. The original syndrome of responses learned to this 
adult include not only avoidance and autonomic fear reactions, but, in 
addition, the judgments that the adult is cruel, pain-inflicting, bad, 
malicious, etc. If, then, one is generalizing response tendencies from 
Previous persons to present ones, this would include judging present 
persons to be similar to the previous persons that were the stimuli 
Tesponsible for the dominent response tendencies. When focused on the 
Correlation between one’s dominant interpersonal tendencies and one’s 
view of other persons, habit transfer thus also predicts a complementary 
relationship. The complementarity exists in the original response syn- 
drome, as in the tendency to see approached objects as rewarding, 
avoided objects as punishing, etc. 


_ The Agreement between Attitude Measurement Practice and the 
Diagnostic Paradigm 
The parable of the rat educated at another university (Sec. IT) 
and the approaches above have had the focuses of inventorying relevant 
Stimulus categories, response categories, and optimal stimulus-response 
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contingencies for individual organisms. In contrast, the typical attitude- 
measurement approach involves a diagnostician’s single a priori guess 
as to relevant stimulus and response categorizations, and then measures 
the degree of stimulus-response contingency obtaining across individuals 
and across instances or items. There is no necessary incompatibility here. 
The latter can be seen as but one part of an iterative procedure in which, 
over a series of studies and focused upon common attitudes, successive 
guesses as to optimal stimulus categories and optimal response cate- 
gories lead to an optimizing of the contingency. However, if we accept 
the validity of the original paradigm, some more specific comments upon 
attitude-test practice seem in order. 

First, it may be noted that there are a few formal diagnostic devices 
available that focus on the inventorying of idiosyncratic stimulus 
equivalents and behavioral dispositions for single individuals. Perhaps 
closest to our paradigm is George Kelly’s “role construct repertory test 
[78]. Some uses of Q-sort procedures [154], particularly the analysis of 
variance within one individual’s sorting, and some uses of the semantic 
differential [130] also seem appropriate here. 

While in the revising of attitude tests the active recategorization 
of stimulus elements may be in evidence, there is relatively little ad- 
justment of response categories, Approach and avoidance, with their 
synonyms of like and dislike, for and against, etc., dominate or exhaust 
the response classes found necessary. This may in part reflect our lack 
of ingenuity or attention to the problem, but probably speaks more gen- 
erally for the nature of the animal under study. 

In Sec. II, it was emphasized that at each of the iterative diag- 
nostic steps, the classifications of stimulus and response were in the ex- 
perimenter’s terms, representing discriminations which the experimenter 
could make, classifications which the experimenter could consistently 
apply and recognize new instances of. This orientation favors Guttman’s 
[59] insistence that the experimenter define an initial attitude universe, 
sample items from it, test the extent to which responses to these items 
cohere in diagnosing the same syndrome and, if this is not found, reject 
the universe definition as a whole, and then define a new attitude 
universe, sample items at random from it, and proceed as before. This 
is in contrast with typical item-analysis and factor-analysis procedures 
which may increase the homogencity of a test, but which, if not supple- 
mented, leave the experimenter unable to discriminate the appropriate 
common denominator among the items, or to generate new instances 
of the class. From this point of view, the item-selection purification 
procedure is not complete until the experimenter can identify the 
common denominator among the good items and provide a rule for 
generating more. Likewise, the factor analysis is not complete until the 
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experimenter understands each factor in such terms that he can generate 
new items which will belong to it rather than to other factors. 

In Sec. II it was also pointed out that no S-R contingency can be 
demonstrated unless the stimulus in question has both occurred and not 
occurred within the observational sample, and the same for the response 
in question. This is an obvious truism of correlational analysis, yet it is 
one of the most frequently neglected features of social-attitude tests. To 
measure attitudes specifically toward out-group A one needs to present 
some non-A stimulus objects and to observe whether or not the response 
in question occurs or does not occur. For example, in addition to attitudes 
toward the out-group, attitudes toward the in-group need to be asked 
in an ethnocentrism test to provide the non-S observations. Sullivan and 
Adelson [157] have pointed out how tests purporting to measure a hostility 
specific to minority groups cannot demonstrate this specificity if employ- 
ing only minority-group stimuli, and do in fact turn out to be measuring 
a much more general reaction to all mankind, including self, when 
other stimulus items are included. In general, without both variance in S 
and in R, no S-R correlation, no specified behavioral disposition, can 
be demonstrated (this argument is detailed from a different perspective 
elsewhere [31]). 

It is perhaps tempting to identify the kind of interitem covariance 
represented in reliability and Guttman’s reproducibility with the S-R 
correlation that provides the basic evidence of disposition. However, this 
is not a completely legitimate identification, and a paradox of individual 
differences study accentuates this fact. From the basic paradigm of 
diagnosing a rat’s dispositions, or from most of the procedures above, one 
could diagnose dispositions which were uniform within the population, 
dispositions upon which no individual differences were to be found. 
Thus the disposition to stand when the national anthem is played could 
be diagnosed by the contingency of anthem versus nonanthem situations 
with responses of standing versus nonstanding, even if all persons in the 
population showed the disposition to a perfect degree. (To demonstrate 
that it was an acquired disposition might, of course, involve cross-cultural 
foster-child studies.) The social psychologist who uses the typical 
multiple-item tests of individual differences is in a different setting, how- 
ever. He cannot get internally consistent attitude measures except on 
topics upon which individuals in the society have significant attitudinal 
heterogeneity. Hoyt’s [74] approach to reliability puts it well—unless the 
classification criterion of persons provides significant variance, the test 
has no reliability. Thus, what to an anthropologist or sociologist would 
appear to be a highly uniform well-learned attitude would prove to the 
student of individual differences no measurable attitude at all, whereas 
an attitude upon which societal indoctrination was unevenly efficient 
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would provide reliable attitude measures and correlations with other 
variables, and thus attract the attentions of the student of individual 
differences, (Guttman scale analysis is just as subject to this weakness 
as are more typical psychometric approaches to individual differences.) 
This bias of the typical individual-differences-test approach seems a re- 
current source of confusion in collaborations between sociologists or 
anthropologists and psychologists. The psychologist interested in a unified 
social science based upon a theory of acquired behavioral dispositions will 
be well advised not to commit himself solely to the study of social at- 
titudes through the means of individual differences. 

Two studies testing the hypothesis of a generalized attitude toward 
authority through examining the correlation between attitudes toward 
father and boss provide an illustration, In the first of these, Burwen and 
I [19] employed the traditional individual-differences approach, cor- 
relating the degree of favorableness toward cach. To avoid confusing 
attitudes toward authority with a more general philanthropy-misanthropy, 
the several father-boss correlations were each compared with parallel 
correlations between attitudes toward father and attitudes toward a peer. 
In less than half of the 12 comparisons was the father-boss correlation 
the larger, From these and other data it was concluded that there was no 
evidence of any generalized attitude toward authority figures. This study 
was dependent upon genuine individual differences in attitudes for the 
demonstration of attitude communality, and in a homogeneous popula- 
tion of volunteer Air Force pilot cadets, such genuine differences might 
have been relatively lacking. 

The second attack on the problem [30] used some of the same sub- 
jects and one of the same instruments, but set up the analysis so that the 
attitude generalization could have been demonstrated, even if all the 
respondents had identical attitudes. For this study, a single instrument 
was used; each respondent rated his father, his boss, and others on 
some 30 traits, For each respondent, several description-similarity co- 
efficients of the Q-correlation type were computed, and for each the 
magnitude of the father-boss coefficient was compared with the father- 
subordinate correlation, etc. In this setting, some slight but highly 
significant evidence for a generalized attitude toward authority appeared. 
While the second study used more respondents, used only one instrument, 
and differed in other ways, the comparison of the two may serve to 
illustrate that covariation across occasions, across social objects, or across 
trait terms may frequently provide a more effective and relevant base 
for the demonstration of attitude communality than does covariation 
across respondents within a homogenous population. With this warning, 
the discussion will continue to concentrate upon the traditional in- 
dividual-differences approaches, 
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Multiple Symptoms for a Disposition and Test-item Thresholds 

The type of internal consistency which is the preoccupation of the 
attitude tester, be he Thurstone, Likert, or Guttman, is made possible 
by multiple-situational symptomatology for a single disposition, This 
model is also a part of the learning tradition, If one considers paired 
associates of various degrees of learning, there are at least three well- 
known ways of testing strength of association: (1) recall of response 
upon presentation of the stimulus; (2) recognition of response from a 
list of alternatives; and (3) savings in relearning the association. Each 
represents a different diagnostic situation—for each the threshold for 
elicitation is different, The thresholds are such that a scale of this kind 
could be constructed: 


Recall (highest) 

Recognition from a list of 50 alternatives 
Recognition from a list of 10 alternatives 

Some significant savings in relearning (lowest) 


These would represent an ordered and consistent series of steps, An as- 
sociation of such strength as to be recalled would pass all lower steps. If 
we know that an association was so weak as to pass only two of the steps, 
we would be practically certain that it would be the bottom two steps, in 
consistency with the scale-analysis model. (In practice, taking more 
than one of the measures from a single respondent is cumbersome be- 
cause of their mutually reactive [25] effects, but the differences in 
thresholds for the measures are so consistent that the point is clear.) 

May and Hartshorne, in their classic paper of 1927, “First Steps to- 
ward a Scale for Measuring Attitudes” [105], envisaged such a series of 
situations, each with a different threshold. They dealt with the dis- 
position to cheat. In modern Hullian terms this disposition might be 
considered a composite of the “intrapsychic” determinants such as 
familiarity with cheating procedures «Ir, degree of gratification expected 
from cheating K, drive level D, and competing inhibitory dispositions 
from the association of cheating with punishment, etc. Because of dif- 
ferent past histories, individuals are expected to differ in the net com- 
posite. Situations offering potential opportunities to cheat differ in the 
difficulties they put in the way of cheating. These are primarily con- 
seived of by May and Hartshorne as a matter of the amount of work 
or effort required in cheating. These situations can be regarded as having 
à quantitative threshold value so that the response would occur only when 
the response strength exceeded the situational threshold value, May 
and Hartshorne presented opportunities for children to cheat in scoring 

own exam papers on six different occasions, with the opportunities 
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varying in the amount of effort required. Assuming the work and other 
inhibitory values W to have the same rank order for all the children, and 
predicting a cheating response only where D X K X H — W > 0, and 
using hypothetical values not supplied by the original authors, Table 3 
can be drawn up. 


TABLE 3, THRESHOLDS FOR THE CHEATING RESPONSE 


Hypothetical Children and 
threshold hypothetical disposition 
‘Type of change value strengths 
made in cheating 
w AB PEDI E | F-| G 
È 6 5 4 $ 2 1 
Answer milnk; una anna anne 6.5 ate 
Sentence in pencil. ........++- 5.5 ++ 
‘Two or three words in pencil. . . 4.5 +++ 
One word in pencil........... 3.5 +l+|1+|+ 
A check mark. .......... 2:5 ee esc || rma F 
A digit, answers on board 145 +/+|+|+|/1+|J+ 
score: Number of times cheated. . CMe TAR 1 |. 0 


It seems apparent here that the concept of scale analysis has a very 
direct compatibility with learning theory when the latter is applied to 
situations of different thresholds and to individuals of differing response 
strength. In the May and Hartshorne case, the empirical data confirmed 
the threshold hypothesis or the scale-analysis model. Ninety-six per cent 
of the 1,770 responses by the 295 children on the six occasions are cor- 
rectly predicted by the hierarchical-threshold assumption (using Gutt- 
man’s assignment of nonscale types so as to minimize error). 

One early notion in attitude measurement was to order individuals 
in the extremity of their attitudes by means of the extremity of the at- 
titude statements which they endorsed [162]. On the other hand, the 
most direct transfer of mental-test procedures to attitude measurement 
produces a method [e.g., 62] in which a battery of items is presented, 
upon each one of which a person has the opportunity of showing the 
attitude or not—the most extreme person is the one showing the attitude 
in the most instances. Accompanying this is a criterion of high interitem 
correlation but no attention to the relative levels of the items. In the 
scale-analysis model, these two scoring approaches are shown to be 
congruent. If the items are all symptomatizing the same disposi- 
tion, then the person who shows the disposition in the situation with 
the highest threshold should also show it most frequently. If, in addition, 
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within a single apparatus or item we measure not only the presence or 
absence of the response, but also its amplitude, 4 la Hull or Likert [96], 
then the person showing the greatest single or average response amplitude 
should also show the greatest response frequency. Granted individual 
differences in response strengths and situational or item differences in 
thresholds, the scale-analysis model (or the high intercorrelation among 
items to which its requirements reduce) is relevant to the hypothesis that 
a set of situation-response contingencies are aspects of the same response 
disposition. 

The notion of a stable hierarchy of threshold probably also holds in 
a general way for qualitatively different response modes in a single 
physical setting. This hierarchy might be suggested, reading from lowest 
threshold to highest: 


l. Autonomic-muscular readiness reaction (galvanic skin response 
or subliminal muscle-action currents) 

2. Verbal report on perceived character of the stimulus 

3. Verbal report on own response tendency 

4. Overt locomotor response 


Much of the literature on subception documents the lower threshold of 1 
than 2, Learned inhibitions specific to 2, 3, or 4 often make for in- 
consistencies, but they may in general have this order, and might so be 
expected to scale. As Harding et al. [61] point out, in the Bettelheim 
and Janowitz [10] data, stereotyped views of the minority group (level 
2, above) were more frequent than, and seemed to scale with, active 
hostility (level 3), in that those expressing hostility uniformly had the 
Stereotype, but not vice versa. 


Pseudoinconsistency in the Attitude Literature 


The allegation has been made throughout this chapter that verbal 
report is in some circumstances a mode of diagnosing dispositions also 
manifest in overt behavior. This viewpoint contrasts strikingly with the 
Prevailing tenor of the social-attitude literature, which emphasizes the 
inconsistency between verbal attitude expression and overt action. Thus 
Logan et al. [100, p- 82], in a discussion of the use of verbal report in a 
context similar to the present paper, cite the classic La Piere [82] 
study, purportedly showing the undependability of verbal-questionnaire 
reports in predicting discriminatory behavior toward Chinese upon the 
Part of restaurants and lodging places. Thus Harding et al. [61] devote 
a 2,400-word section, “Relationships among Intergroup Attitudes and 
Intergroup Behavior,” to emphasizing the inconsistency shown in the 
literature. A whole issue of The Journal of Social Issues [36] has been 
devoted to the subject, with similar conclusions. By and large, this litera- 
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ture has confused correlational inconsistency with situational threshold 
differences, and has thus exaggerated the inconsistency present. 

On an arithmetic test of four items, the child who gets only two 
items correct is not necessarily regarded as less consistent than the child 
who gets all right or all wrong. If he gets the two easiest right and the 
two hardest wrong, he is equally consistent. On intelligence we today 
think in terms of a continuum, and can conceive of consistent mediocrity. 
Similarly, in Table 3, the child with a score of 3, the child who cheats 
on some items but not on others, is not today regarded as inconsistent if 
he cheats on the three easiest items. Today, though perhaps not prior to 
1927, we can regard honesty as something people have in degree, rather 
than as an all-or-none trait. A person of intermediate degree can be just 
as consistent as a person of extreme position, and his attitude can be 
determined from his behavior just as well. Inconsistency does, of course, 
occur, but from the type of analysis presented by May and Hartshorne 
[105] and popularized by Guttman [59], one can distinguish between 
consistent mediocrity and inconsistent scatter. For intelligence and 
honesty, we have achieved dimensionality in our thinking. For more 
emotion-laden topics, such as standing up for civil rights, we have not. 
If a university president protects a pacifist professor but fires an atheist, 
we call him inconsistent. If he protects a pacifist and an atheist, but 
fires a Communist, we accuse him of backing down under pressure. 
Conceptually, we have the notion of a total nondefendant of professors’ 
rights and a total defender of professors’ rights, and lack any concept of 
genuine mediocrity which would in consistency produce defense in a 
situation of low threshold and firing in another situation with a higher 
threshold value. 

In terms of the scale-analysis model, let us examine the classic cases 
of inconsistency. In La Piere’s [82] study, he and the Chinese couple 
were refused accommodation in .4 per cent of places stopped. The mailed 
questionnaire reported 92.5 per cent refusal of Chinese. The first thing 
we note is that the two diagnostic situations have very different 
thresholds. Apparently it is very hard to refuse a well-dressed Chinese 
couple traveling with a European in a face-to-face setting, and very 
easy to refuse the Chinese as a race in a mailed questionnaire. We can 
see easily why this would be so. But there is as yet no evidence of in- 
consistency. Inconsistency would be represented by persons who refused 
face to face and accepted by questionnaire, There is no report that such 
cases occurred. The fact that 92 per cent of the cases were mediocre in 
their Sinophilia, having enough to get over the low hurdle but not 
enough to get over the high hurdle, is irrelevant to the problem of 
inconsistency, but rather speaks only as to the heights of the hurdles. 
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Minard’s [113] casual comments on the Pocahontas coal miners in- 
volves two items which can be diagramed as in Fig. 5. His report 
clearly indicates that the settings of mine and town have markedly 
different situational thresholds for nondiscriminatory reactions of white 
miners, only 20 per cent being friendly in town, 80 per cent being 
friendly in the mines. He reports no instances of true inconsistency, i.e., 
being friendly in town and hostile in the mines. From this point of view, 
and considering the long-standing model of the Bogardus social distance 
steps [11] Harding et al. [61, p. 1032] are clearly wrong to conclude 
that the middle 60 per cent are persons “whose overt behavior provides 
no clue as to their attitudes.” Their behavior clearly indicates that they 


oa O percent Truly inconsistent, failing low 


/ hurdle while clearing high 
£ 20 percent Clearing both hurdles 
— P. 
/ 
[i 
+ 
E 60 percent Clearing low hurdle, 
i failing high 
I 
I 
/ 
Me aller 
20 per cent Failing both hurdles 
Friendly Friendly 
in mines in town 


Fic. 5. Minard’s data on miners’ attitudes toward Negroes. 


have consistently middling attitudes. The two items, mine and town, 
correlate perfectly, using any index not biased by uneven item marginals 
(i.e., tetrachoric correlation or phi-over-maximum-phi). 

Merton’s [107] four “ideal types” of consistent and inconsistent 
liberalism are open to a similar interpretation. A verbal item, perhaps 
“Are you in favor of segregation?” might have a threshold of 50 per cent. 
One behavioral item, refusing to eat with a Negro at a businessmen’s 
luncheon club, might be one in which it would be hard to show 
prejudice, perhaps only 10 per cent doing so. Another behavioral item, 
refusing to rent one’s house to Negroes, might have a very high threshold 
for the liberal response, 90 per cent showing prejudice. If this were the 
Situation, and if all persons were perfectly consistent, one would have 
these four types, using Merton’s labels: 
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1. The “all weather liberal,” who shows nondiscriminatory behavior 
in all three settings (10 per cent) 

2. The “fair weather liberal,” showing liberalism in words and at the 
luncheon, but not on the house rental (40 per cent) 

3. The “fair weather illiberal,” showing discrimination in words and 
in house rental but not at the luncheon (40 per cent) 

4. “The all weather illiberal? who discriminates on all three (10 
per cent) 


Of this typology, Harding et al. [61, p. 1034] say, “Types 2 and 3 
represent the extreme case of no dependence of behavior on attitudes.” 
This is clearly uncalled for if no nonscale types occur (such as renting 
to Negroes while speaking out for segregation, etc.). If all cases are 
accounted for by the four types, then the three items correlate perfectly, 
and one can predict as well from the verbal item to either one of the 
behavioral items as one can from one behavioral item to the other. 
Thus in the literature there has been a stubborn confusion of the fact 
that verbal behaviors and overt behaviors have different situational 
thresholds with the fact of consistency. Once this is clarified, we can 
look to correlational evidence of consistency. Of course, the Minard and 
Merton examples actually exaggerate this consistency. Between two 
measures of response strength in the animal laboratory, the correlations 
are far from perfect. Two social actions hypothesized to tap the same 
disposition will correlate far less than unity in practice, as will also one 
verbal statement and one overt response, or two verbal statements. The 
degree of correlation is, for the most part, yet to be discovered. Where 
the overt act of joining an ideological group has been correlated with 
verbal reports on own attitudes, the relationships found have been 
obvious and very high, as in comparisons of church members with 
organized atheists, conscientious objectors with ROTC members, etc. 
[121]. Probably the validity of attitude tests will be found higher than 
that of the more complex personality-trait measures when checked 
against overt behavior. In such studies, the unreliability and invalidity of 
overt-behavior measures should also be remembered and measured, and 
In no case should a single overt behavior be regarded as the criterion of 
a disposition. Tt would certainly be expected for the laboratory maze 
Situation of Sec. II and for situations in which there are not special 
inhibitory dispositions affecting actions or words (for those situations 
in which the respondents are naive or cooperating) that a positive 
diagnostic correlation will be obtained. Remembering that the average 
interitem correlation for a good verbal attitude test or intelligence test 


is as low as .20 or lower, we must not expect high correlations between 
attitude tests and single behavioral items. 
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VI. RESUME 


From the starting point of the concept of social attitude, the problem 
of interrelationship issues has led directly to the more general problem 
of acquired behavioral dispositions. Concepts of this type are not only 
already exceedingly numerous, but they predominate among the termi- 
nological innovations of new theory builders in the social sciences. Two 
generic features of the category are noted: first, reference to the effect 
of past events upon the behavior of organisms, and second, coordination 
of behavior in environments, i.e., stimulus-response contingency. For 
social science purposes, the inventory of modes of acquisition of such 
acquired behavioral dispositions must be expanded over that presently 
encompassed in learning theory to include perception, the perceptual 
observation of the outcomes of another’s explorations, verbal instruction 
about responses, and verbal instruction about the nature of stimuli. 

As the most recurrent and difficult conceptual problem leading to a 
diversity of terminology, the opposition between behavioristic and 
phenomenological systems is examined. It is argued that an omnipresent 
pressure from the raw data predisposes those working with inarticulate 
animals in the direction of behavioristic theories. Since conscious contents 
corresponding to learned dispositions are predominantly of the view-of-the- 
world rather than the how-I-respond nature, the data collected by those 
who interview articulate socialized human beings predispose them to 
phenomenological conceptualizations. Once it is hypothesized that ac- 
quired behavioral dispositions can have both aspects, points of articulation 
between such dissimilar theories can be noted, including some striking 
empirical convergences. While perfect agreement in all empirical pre- 
dictions cannot be anticipated, in so far as examined, and especially for 
social psychology, the implications of the theories are surprisingly con- 
gruent. Asch’s concept of the “isomorphism of experience and action” 
helps in the integration attempted. Theories positing both perceptual- 
learning and response-learning processes are judged at present to be lack- 
ing in data justifying this separation of learning processes. The concept 
of social attitude is judged to be a useful acquired behavioral dis- 
positional construct for social psychology just because it connotes both 
a predisposition to respond and a predisposition to view the world in a 
given way. 

A similar effort is made to integrate acquired dispositional concepts 
of a motivational nature with those connoting response scheduling or 
means knowledge. Since most learned responses are object-consistent 
(molar, distal, advertent), each learned response has goal or motive 
character, A continual regress in which means at one level of analysis 
become ends at another is noted as consistent with a cybernetic inter- 
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pretation of complex behavior. Even though in the previous section 
the theories of Hull and Lewin converged upon an acquired-means 
concept (H or path) and an acquired-ends concept (K or valence), this 
distinction is interpreted as one of level rather than of kind. Likewise, 
the concepts of value and attitude are fundamentally similar. 

Procedures for measuring social attitudes are in general found quite 
congruent with the dispositional concepts developed, although the theo- 
retical perspective suggests additional diagnostic procedures and some 
shift of emphasis. From the dispositional perspective, the supposed 
absence of relationship between attitudes and behavior disappears. 


At the present time, there is still a warfare of schools in social psy- 
chology. New theories are still put forth and new aspects of phenomena 
noted in the form of a militant rejection of other points of view. Yet 
there seems to be close beneath the surface an emerging convergence, and 
we may soon have available a composite body of theory and fact which 
can form the basis of a disciplined and cumulative social science. It is 
hoped that these fragmentary comments will have increased rather than 
dimmed this expectation. 
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This paper presents the results of a content analysis of a large 
Portion of the field of social psychology and an analysis of the relation 
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of this field to general experimental psychology and other areas of be- 
havior science. 

Our task is to assume the existence of a field of study called “social 
psychology,” to provide an approximation to an “extensional definition” 
of this field in time perspective, and then to comment upon the ways in 
which it is similar to or different from other major fields of study. 

This task is fascinating because social psychology has such a tangled 
array of relationships with other subsections of behavioral science that 
one can easily begin by questioning the assumption of the existence of a 
separable field of study. For example, let us list a few of these relation- 
ships of the field to other areas. Because it is concerned with attitudes, 
workers in the field share methodology, theory, and problems with the 
“values” students of sociology, with political pollsters, economists, and 
market researchers. A mutual interest in the sources of attitudes and in 
attitude change creates common ties between social psychologists and 
experimental psychologists, historians, and communication theorists. 
Social psychology is closely related to the study of personality and there- 
fore to aspects of clinical psychology and psychiatry. Since one of the 
oldest problems in social psychology is the socialization of children, there 
is an overlap with the field of child development, with psychiatry, and 
with the work of students of the relation of culture and personality. 
Workers are interested in how people relate to one another, and therefore 
share problems with structural sociologists and anthropologists. The em- 
phasis on decision making in small-group research and what is called 
“interaction” between People, roles, or groups renders the field very 
similar to “microeconomics” and to what Newcomb has called “micro- 
sociology” [22]. Social psychology shares the problem of the meaning 
of stimuli with all the behavior sciences, particularly psycholinguistics. 
Finally, there is a whole series of problems relating to general experi- 
mental psychology that makes use of the adjective “social”— “social per- 
ception,” “social learning,” “social motives,” “social expression of 
motion,” and “perception of the social.” 

Such listings can lead the compulsive systematizer to either hope or 
despair, and they recurrently do both. Certainly no systematization of 
such a field will endure very long in the current tempo of data gathering 
and theoretical development. Viewed in the large, therefore, social psy- 
chology is a matter of tentative programs, conceptual schemes, and, 
above all, problems. It will either serve as a clearinghouse for fact and 
theory for some of the problems it shares with other fields or it will slowly 
disintegrate and go the ways of these several component fields which have 
Important applied functions in society. 

For present purposes we assume that the term social psychology will 
continue in use and we shall try to explicate some of the import of the 
term, slippery as this task may be. 
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The most influential unit of publication in social psychology is still 
the small research paper, although monographs and book-length reports 
of research are increasing in number. Most textbooks have tended to be 
heuristic in value, involving loose conceptual schemes and “story lines” 
in an attempt to hold together an array of data rather than representing 
very serious attempts at formal integration of the field. 

Our approach to the delineation of social psychology and its position 
relative to other psychological and social sciences has been to accept both 
this view of the programmatic nature of the field and also the fact that 
the research paper is the present basic unit of progress, The task we 
have set is to provide our approximation to an “extensional definition” 
of social psychology by means of an analysis of the range of interests 
reflected in the research papers published in two volumes of the Journal 
of Abnormal and Social Psychology separated by seven years. 

This journal is one of the oldest and most respected in the field and 
has therefore been important in reflecting new developments. It does not 
represent, however, a fully adequate coverage of the field as a whole. 
To do this we would need to include such excellent journals as Socio- 
metry, Human Relations, and the Journal of Social Psychology. In fact, 
we could not justifiably stop here, but would have to peruse all the 
journals of the various social sciences where things social psychological 
are sometimes published. Such considerations would have required some 
a priori criteria of inclusion which would have prejudged some of the 
issues we preferred to leave open. Our arbitrary decision has, however, 
Some virtues: the journal has a high rejection rate, assuring some quality 
to what is published; it has been important in reflecting new develop- 
ments in the field; it covers a very broad array of the problems of social 
Psychology. Finally, by comparing the papers published in 1960 with 
those published in 1952, we may be able to cast some light on change 
in this important publishing source. Nr 

For our tentative purposes, then, social psychology will be explicitly 
referred to as the contents of the 61 formal papers (no “notes” or 
“eritiques”) for Vol. 47, 1952, and the same number of formal papers 
for 1960 (including all of Vol. 60, and the first 8 papers from No. 1, 
Vol. 61), 

Such an analysis calls for a conceptual scheme to provide categories 
for grouping the broad array of detailed material. A heuristic scheme 
was decided upon a priori, based on an extension and partial alteration 
of the dyadic schemes of Miller and Dollard [17], Cottrell [6], Sears 
[26], and the present writer [13]. nol 

The scheme provides (1) a general point of reference for viewing 
the distribution of social-psychological interests reflected in the research 
Papers, (2) a format for evaluating the writer's a priori hunch as toa 
useful method for displaying social-psychological interests, (3) a point 
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of reference for viewing the fields of secondary interest—in this case the 
output of the Journal of Experimental Psychology for one year (1952, as 
represented by alternate issues), and (4) it serves as a foil, so to speak, 
for viewing social psychology’s relations to sociology, anthropology, and 4 
other social science fields. 

The task set here is thus to reflect interest more than to provide 
criteria for evaluation for specific papers. Criticism has not been totally 
forgotten in this endeavor, but it has been second in importance to the 
attempt to grasp the distribution of interests in the fields involved, Our 
method of sampling has perhaps at least one disadvantage—it places 
emphasis on the collective, across-the-board interests of the fields in- 
volved and loses the continuities of research, particularly those where a 
Single group of authors continues refining and broadening work on a 
single set of variables, Our analysis probably captures the breadth of 
interest, but not the continuity and deeper interests which may represent 
the greater successes, Social psychology is presented on its less polished side, 
We lose much of the long-range strategies of people like Bales [3], Sears 
[27], Barker and Wright [4], Cottrell [9], Dollard and Miller [7], Mowrer 
[18], Asch [2], Lewin [14], Whyte [33], Homans [10], Festinger [8], 
Whiting and Child [31], Sherif [28], Newcomb [21], McClelland [16], 
Hovland [11], and Osgood [23], ete. Fortunately, however, it is these 
longe-range studies which are published in monograph or book form and 
as a result are more available and well known. The present writer is aware 
of such developments, and they will be discussed, but in a secondary 
manner or as they or their derivatives appear in the studies covered. 

We will first outline the scheme within which we have attempted to 
view social psychology and the secondary fields. We will then outline 
the distribution of interests this analysis has shown for social psychology 
—the range of independent and dependent variables, the patterns of 
relationships studied, and the kinds of explanatory concepts utilized. 

‘This portrait of the distribution of interests will be followed by a com- 
parison of this field with general experimental psychology. We will then 
evaluate some aspects of the methodological status of social psychology, 
show the kinds of operations and settings studied, and return to the con- 
ceptual scheme we have adopted and evaluate the degree to which it 
Provides a means of capturing the interests of the social psychologists 
studied. It is impossible for the writer to avoid suggesting directions and 
era for study and these suggestions will be left where they fit most 


THE DYADIC SCHEME 


The scheme shown in Fig. 1 represents the general framework for our 
analysis of each of the relationships reported in the studies in our sample. 
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Our task was seemingly simple—to place each relationship reported in 
the literature into its place in this scheme, viewing each numbered entity 
as representing a broad class of empirical (or inferred) events. It becomes 
necessary, therefore, to explain Fig. 1, to show how our content categories 
emerge from it, and to give examples of the kinds of events we placed in 
these categories. 

The scheme represents all the classes of events needed to describe the 
interaction of two somewhat abstract people, Alpha and Beta. Beta is 


11. Antecedents 


12. Symbolic representotional and 

imaginal mediational processes 
13, Affectional mediational processes 
14, Motive states 


Alpha 15, Other states, mechanisms, or 
properties 


3. Cues, representational 


16. Action —— 17. Change —» 18, Goal 
Instrumental in environ= response 
expressive mental cues 


2. Environmental cues in 


or not, out of usual context — 
environmentol context a. discriminal 
4, reinforcing 


c eliciting 


ei y fi 
1. Antecedents 4. Symbolic representational and | Action change 2 
a. cultural imaginol processes ur AT a 
t b. sociol structural mediational 4b oss Glen: 
Beto . situotional 5, Affectionol mediotional processes mentol 
d. biologicol 5a asr, 5b oss tues 


6, Motive states 
7. Other states, mechanisms, or 
properties 


Fic. 1. Dyadic scheme. 


usually the person referred to as “the subject” in social-psychological 
studies. Alpha is another person who is “having something to do” with 

Most studies in general experimental psychology are carried out in 
terms of a monadic rather than a dyadic scheme, so we may start our 
explanation by focusing on Beta. Consider, then, the Beta section of the 
diagram along with the long center box which has to do with classes of 
stimuli or cues. It can then be seen that this is an expanded form of 
Miller and Dollard’s “cue-drive-response-reward” formula [17], ex- 
Panded to include certain antecedent events, as well as a number of inter- 
vening or inferred events—those inside the more square box. 
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Let us now take the concrete case where Beta is a college sophomore 
in a laboratory situation which is rather new to him and where he has 
become conditioned to respond with a finger flexion to a bell as the con- 
ditioned stimulus. The experimenter is interested in the effect of the 
temporal interval between the occurrence of the bell and the uncon- 
ditioned stimulus, shock, on the amplitude and latency of the finger 
flexion. Let us use this example to outline the meaning we intend for the 
entities in Fig. 1. 

There is much involved in such a situation, much more than ever 
appears in a research report. There are antecedent factors (see item 1, 
Fig. 1) which may be explicitly or implicitly involved. Culturally shared 
values (la) may have partially decided the student to volunteer to be a 
subject in the experiment. His social structural history (1b) may have 
prepared him to bear the shock administered by a high-status person in 
silence. Past situational learning (1c), in conjunction with his biologically 
given learning mechanism, may have led him to have differentiated the 
sounds of bells from other noises or the feel of shock from other feels long 
before he entered the experiment. The stimuli (bells) become eliciting 
stimuli (2c), and shocks were negative reinforcers (2b) all along, and 
both have the properties of discriminal cues (2a). These “stimuli” are 
not in their usual environmental context (though this is usually a some- 
what vague distinction), and the temporal relation between the two cues 
(the operational independent variable) is probably new to the direct 
experience of the subject. 

The distinctions we have made under the antecedent conditions are 
necessary to permit us to record the main relationship studied when 
“culture,” social Structure, situational causes, or biological factors are 
varied in some manner. They are not meant to be the most elegant dis- 
tinctions that could be made. In our present example, these factors are 
not relevant to categorizing the results of the study—we have merely 
shown how they might be relevant. 

_ From the point of view of an observer, usually the experimenter, the 
stimuli impinge on the subject and he acts by lifting his finger (8). This 
is an act which is instrumental to avoidance of impending shock, again 
from the point of view of an informed observer, in the sense that this is 
a rule of the experimental “game”—the one (nonshock) is correlated 
to some degree with the other (finger flexion). This action in another 
case might be of an expressive or emotional kind, such as a sigh or a change 
in rate of heartbeat, and such expressive actions are undoubtedly present 
but are ignored by the experimenter in this case. The action leads to a 
change in the environmental cues (9), perhaps in this case it is simply the 
fact that the finger is up instead of resting on a key. In other cases, the 
change in environmental cues may be physically, socially, or theoretically 
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very vital, as when an aggressive act causes hurt to someone else, or leads to 
a counterattack. Finally, some goal response usually occurs (10). The 
subject may relax, slouch back in the chair and feel proud that he has 
learned how to avoid the shock (this last being a complex inference which 
involves some of the factors in the box of intervening or mediating 
factors). 

So much for the observable action. The psychologically mysterious 
matters are those events which fall under one of the rubrics in the some- 
what square box. Here are the cognitions, affections, and conations, but 
with “modern” names with which psychologists fill their schemes of the 
behaving organism. In the present scheme we have found it necessary to 
leave the classes of intervening variables very broad and have not at- 
tempted to utilize any particular model which would be validated or 
invalidated by the various research reports which we wish to analyze. 
Such a task is both more and less ambitious than the present one. We wish 
merely to find classes of events which will usefully describe what is going 
on in all of social psychology, whereas most models attempt (ideally) to 
subsume some of the important relationships in a manner in which they 
could be shown to be wrong according to useful studies which are sug- 
gested by the model itself. The present scheme is not so specifically stated 
and is only vulnerable in the minor sense that we might find studies in 
experimental or social psychology which could not be fitted into our 
scheme. 

To return to categories 4 to 7 in Fig. 1, category 4 refers to events of 
a symbolic representational or imaginal sort which are inferred by the 
observer to be operative in the subject and which serve to mediate be- 
tween the stimuli as described (in physical or other communicative terms) 
by the observer, and the verbal or other actions that come from the sub- 
ject. To some experimenters these are percepts or perceptual processes; 
to others, they are implicit habit systems or even more physiologically 
tinged matters like “cell assemblies.” There are two subcategories under 
category 4. Category 4a is briefly noted as “as r,” whereas category 4b 
'S called “as s.” The distinction here is simple, but it has been difficult 
w deal with systematically in our content analysis. In short, a percept is 
‘as s” if it is viewed by the observer inferring it as an internal cue or 
stimulus which is at least partially determinative of the subject's forth- 
coming action. The same percept may be considered “as r, that is, a re- 
sponse, if the experimenter—as in many psychophysical or social-per- 
ception studies—is interested in it as itself at least partially determined 
by some particular external or environmental stimulus. In psychophysics, 
percepts are usually inferred in their role as responses; in studies of per- 
“eptual learning, they are often inferred in both roles; whereas in many 
Cognitive studies of judgment or decision (actions), they are inferred in 
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their property of being stimuli to such particular judgments or decisions. 

This same distinction between s and r is made with regard to cate- 
gory 5, where the experimenter infers affective events as occurring, cither 
as responses to some external (or other internal) stimulus, or as stimuli 
which mediate or partially determine some action event. When we study 
fear as dependent upon some stimulus or past conditions of learning, 
then it will fall under 5a; when such a state is viewed as a learned drive 
which instigates a particular action or a particular learning (change of 
action), then it is classified as 5b, 

Under category 6 we have placed all motivational states. Here the 
reliability of our classifying may be somewhat lower, since this class is one 
of the very mysterious categories in all of behavior science. As we have 
noted in the paragraph above, affective states are often of interest to 
psychologists because of their motivational properties, Unfortunately, it 
is by no means clear just what such properties are supposed to be. To 
reinforcement theorists and some others, motives are energies or stimuli 
residing in the subject which lead to new learning (as a result of reduc- 
tion of such energies) or merely serve to increase the probability, ampli- 
tude, or some other Property of actions. To others, motives can conflict 
with one another, whereas for still others only the action tendencies 
aroused by different motives can conflict, ete. We have merely leaned 
on the stated intent of the reporting experimenter in deciding how to 
classify our studies, keeping criteria such as those just mentioned in mind. 
Where the experimenter has, for example, inferred fear as a response or 
a factor which interferes with action, it has usually been placed with 
“affect”; where it is evoked in its roles as stimulus or motivator in some 
other sense, it has usually been categorized with “motive state.” 

_ Category 7 in Fig. 1 is called “other states, mechanisms, or proper- 
ties,” and here we have the residual category which most descriptive 
schemes seem to need. In Jater sections we will further divide this cate- 
gory for different analytic purposes because it contains a great many of the 
kinds of events that all kinds of psychologists like to infer. To return to our 
sophomore in the conditioning situation, there are some who will want 
to talk about reinforcement, generalization, discrimination, sensory pre- 
conditioning, or operative gestalt principles as mechanisms or properties 
of the subject which are set off in the experimental situation. Such gen- 
eral behavior mechanisms are inventions of the greatest importance and 
Most general implication to some psychologists. To others, however, there 
are the complex mechanisms of Freud—rationalization, projection, sup- 
pression; Supcrego-ego conflict, etc. Although we were often tempted to 
engage in the useful sport of translating the one kind of thing into con- 
gcries of the other, this would have evaded our present task of describing 
the habits of psychologists not only as to what observables they wish to 
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relate to what other observables, but also as to their habits of explanation. 
“Other states” includes all these mechanisms then, and we will have to 
analyze further in later sections. It also includes complex inferences like 
attitudes (a favorite pastime for social psychologists), except where only 
cognitive, affective, or conative functions of such entities are inferred 
one at a time. In short, rather than proliferate our categories beyond all 
counting, we have left the bins large enough to provide hope for some 
reliability and we will make them smaller again for specific analytic 
purposes. 

The import of the scheme in Fig. 1 should now be somewhat clear for 
the lower or monadic portion of the diagram. Let us now look at the 
diagram as a whole, including the other party, Alpha, who is present 
in so many social-psychological studies. He is the second (or third or 
fourth) college sophomore who is called into a communication experi- 
ment with Beta. Or he is a mother feeding baby Beta, or a friend or 
enemy of Beta, or a doctor to the patient Beta. Or he may be the female 
experimenter as distinguished from the male experimenter, who is listen- 
ing to the subject while he tries to see (and say) “dirty” words which 
are being presented in a tachistoscope. 

The reader will note that categories 11 to 18 have the very same 
names for Alpha as did 1 to 10 for Beta, and that categories 2 and 3, 
which have to do with stimuli, have similar and equal import schema- 
tically for Alpha. We have merely expanded the usual psychological 
Scheme to include the analytic elements necessary to deal with a second 
party. We should immediately state that there is nothing mystic in the 
restriction to one other party, and we have included a vertical arrow at 
the top of the page so that a third party, or another box relating to 
stimuli, may be imagined as being up there. Readers who are prone to 
like dynamic imagery may also easily imagine the boxes for Alpha 
and for Beta going on as far as necessary to right and to left. Such ex- 
tension would be necessary to represent action or interaction at a more 
concrete level. For describing relationships in which social psychologists 
are interested, however, we are operating at a level of abstraction where 
“change in action,” or even “change in who Alpha is” are sometimes the 
Variables of the studies we are analyzing, so for this level of analysis the 
simpler scheme of Fig. 1 may be sufficient for our purposes. 

The arrows in the figure need explaining. They are placed there as 
examples rather than in an attempt to give an exhaustive coverage of the 
Possible relationships implied by the diagram. We have drawn all influ- 
ence arrows from Alpha toward Beta as going through the long box re- 
ferring to stimuli, but it is often more simple to refer to a relationship 
with this stricture left out, and we will sometimes do that. For example, 
if we are attempting to describe a study in which a speaker (Alpha) is 
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talking to an audience with intent to change that audience’s answers on 
a questionnaire, it is more correct to categorize it as a 16 > 2( a,b,c) > 8 
relationship that is under study but simpler to refer to it as a 16 (Alpha’s 
instrumental acts of talking to an audience) leads to a change in that 
audience’s instrumental actions (8) in answering a questionnaire, due 
to the ubiquity with which the stimulus box is present in all interactions. 
If, of course, the major independent variable is the mode of presentation 
of the speech to the audience (recorded as compared to face to face, for 
example), then the relationship would best be rendered as a 2-8 re- 
lationship, the 2 referring to a change in the mode of presenting the 
same content to Beta. As a critic, the categorizer may feel that the exper- 
imenter has overlooked variation in the goal response for the speaker or 
in conflicting sets in the hearer, but this is somewhat irrelevant to the 
major analysis in this paper. The interest or intention of the reporting 
experimenter is our focus, not his adequacy in terms of known methods 
of control and inference. In some later sections we will evaluate certain 
aspects of method, but just as the experimenter ignores most of what 
goes on in order to measure some of what goes on, so the analyst must 
ignore what he thinks is really going on in order to reflect honestly and 
succinctly what the experimenter is intending and what he thinks is 


The reader has noted that the diagram, even in its dyadic form, im- 
plies a behavioristic, nonintrospective psychology “of the other one— 


or two” where the experimenter’s or observer’s point of view is always 


phenomenological analysis of interaction might feel quite unhappy, and 
the present analyst might have felt rather confused if he had met a 


from a phenomenological approach. Alpha would Say something to Beta 
which would mean A to Alpha and A’ to Beta. Further, Alpha would 
have a notion B of what it meant to Beta, and Beta would have a notion 


view of Alpha to that of Beta, and so on, as this kind of analysis proceeds. 
He is trying to be two people at once, so to speak. The present writer has 
two remarks about this state of affairs. Such writhing back and forth 
is probably often vital to obtaining a clear hypothesis regarding the fac- 
tors in social interaction, just as trying to take the role of the other is a 
wise and sometimes even humane Way to approach one’s relations with 
others. However, and this is the second Statement, once an operational 
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design for testing the relationship has been achieved, then it can be related 
to a single-point-of-view diagram like Fig. 1, and we would find it pos- 
sible to describe the relationship studied, at least in principle. Alpha 
would be inferred to have (at least) two cognitive mediators in opera- 
tion, as would Beta, and the properties of these four states would be 
delineable in terms of some more specific dimensional scheme common to 
them all. In short, the multiperspectived language of subjective analysis 
has been utilized for obtaining a hunch or a hypothesis—a vital kind of 
use for a language or approach—but we do not see this as inconsistent 
with rendering the interaction in terms of the more stable point of view 
of the independent observer, once it has been set up for formal objective 
testing. 

In explaining Fig. 1 and before putting it to our specific use, we 
must give some examples of how certain kinds of recurring studies in 
social psychology would be categorized. Consider an experiment on 
empathy where, for example, the past history of the subjects (category 
1 in some form) is the independent variable, and each of two subjects 
is evaluated as responding more or less similarly to the way the other says 
he felt in a posttest questionnaire. The relationship under study can be 


1 . . 
regarded as involving operationally 5 > RT r similarity; that 


is, some varied antecedent factor (1), in conjunction with cues received 
from the “other” (2), affects the similarity of answers on two question- 
naires, one in which Beta responds about himself, the other in which 
Alpha responds as best he can about Beta. And vice versa. To reflect 
the experimenter’s inference, we merely add the numbers of such entities, 
such as the feelings or cognitions which are supposed to be similar. Then 
the total relationship studied may be written, in this case, as 


1 2a! 8) 5 similarity 
=> similarity inferred 
2 2a? — —— 16) 10 
Independent Dependent Intervening 
variable variable variable 


Studies of empathy are complicated matters and “require,” in our 
Sense, that numbers referring to a second party be available for a descrip- 
ton in this way. As it stands, the inference of similar feelings in Alpha 
and Beta as underlying the similarity of the answers of the two subjects 
on the questionnaire is only one theory and only one variation in the 
Many conditions of such studies. It may be the cognitions of Alpha that 
are similar to or include a symbolic content referring to the feelings of 
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Beta. Or the whole matter of the operational similarity on the question- 
naire may be referred to a cognition or habit system termed “assumed 
similarity,” which is similar for the two subjects and does not rest on 
the present cues received from the “other.” Our scheme in Fig. 1 does 
not presume to decide such issues, but is able to reflect most of the dis- 
tinctions involved, at least to the extent needed for our content analysis. 

Let us consider three other social psychological problems and their 
relation to Fig. 1 in a somewhat less detailed fashion. Studies of thinking 
(complicated cognitive mediating processes or s-r sequences) of people 
alone as compared to together are sometimes attempted. Here the de- 
pendent variable is often the frequency with which suggested solutions 
(instrumental acts) occur under the two conditions which are problem 
stimuli with other people, and problem stimuli without other people. 
The inferences may have to do with matters similar to those used in 
empathy studies, where similarity between the mediators in the two 
or more subjects may be invoked, or a more statistical theory involving the 
increased or decreased probability of a “correct” mediator of thought 
in cither of the subjects may be entertained. 

Studies of attitude change are again in great fashion in social psy- 
chology, and often involve an attempt to measure the social influence 
of Alpha on Beta’s action (or Beta’s inferred mediators). Here the inde- 
pendent variables may be variations in how Alpha presents cues to Beta, 
what cues he presents to Beta, etc. Almost all of the entities of Fig. 1 
could be exemplified in various studies of attitude change. 

Social psychologists sometimes study the conditions for the devel- 
opment of norms of judgment or of evaluation. In terms of Fig. 1, most 
of these studies have used a change (over time or trials) of the behavior 
of two or more subjects toward greater similarity as the dependent var- 
iable. Such movement toward Similarity has also been used to infer the 
development of the mediator, the norm, which is pictured as being 
some similarity on some dimensions of cognition, affect, or attitude in 
the two or more subjects. When norms are used as dependent variables 
in experiments, our diagram is adequate. But when a full-grown social 
norm is represented as acting as an independent variable, there is occa- 
sionally some trouble with F; ig. 1. 

This trouble arises because such a norm is sometimes conceptualized 
as involving not only shared mediators, but also tendencies to punish lack 
of conformity to the norm which “society” shares. Society is a rather 
large and complex entity and can be used with an intention which may 
stretch our dyad all out of recognizable shape. We can represent the 
notion of sanctioning response tendencies as action tendencies (mediators) 
in both Alpha and Beta, so that Alpha would punish Beta if Beta’s 
actions were not in the correct class, and Beta would punish Alpha if 
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Alpha did not behave as called for, but this is a special case. The sanc- 
tioning power may really reside not in Alpha and Beta, but in some 
specialized person or agency such as a policeman or dictator, or in this 
third person’s capacity to control the actions of a fourth person to punish 
Alpha and Beta, etc. So the dyad may stretch out of Fig. 1 and pro- 
liferate horizontally and vertically in order to describe society 
or social structure in the manner intended by some sociologists and an- 
thropologists. Too much of this and we will need to go in search of a 
more complicated scheme. 

There are only three things that can be done with such complicated 
problems: we can break them down into their dyadic elements (some 
psychologists seem to tend to do this); we can turn to another way 
of abstracting the action so that Alpha and Beta are collapsed into “one” 
since they are similar, and the sanctioning agent or agents can be ren- 
dered as the “other” in Fig. 1; we can utilize the extra arrows at the 
top and bottom of Fig. 1 and face up to the descriptive complexities of 
the problem. One of the aims of our content analysis is to discover how 
often we must resort to such devices, and thereby evaluate the adequacy 
of Fig. 1 for the task we have set ourselves. 

One final word of explanation and perhaps apology for Fig. 1. A 
neobehaviorist or methodological-behaviorist bias pervades the scheme, 
as it does much of modern psychology. In short, we will have no argu- 
ment over the existence of ideas, percepts, meanings, etc., but we see them 
as inferred from Alpha’s or Beta’s actions or movements in the presence 
of stimulus patterns, not as givens. This may trouble some readers, but we 
hope not to the exclusion of a consideration of what values may accrue 
from our analysis. When we categorize a percept into the bin called 
“symbolic representational mediational process,” we are merely cate- 
gorizing, not in some magical sense reducing what is largely an unknown 
into some a priori set of properties. We wish to use the scheme as con- 
Structively as possible rather than engage in what the present writer can 
only see as pretentious reduction. A percept is possibly more than—but 
at least as much as—a symbolic representational mediating process. 


THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES 


The Categories and the 1952 Distribution 


All of the papers in the regular issues of the J ournal of Abnormal and 
Social P. sychology for 1952 and a corresponding number of papers from 
the 1960 issues were analyzed according to the scheme of Fig. 1. We will 
first discuss the 1952 sample. . 

In the process of analysis it was necessary to set up a few rules which 
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TABLE 1. DISTRIBUTION or RELATIONSHIPS STUDIED 


Independent variables 
2 A g z g 
4 a Ss © = 
3 | : ee. 
2 = a |]J 
Dependent variables | £8 | a | & | 5 3 |: el ae E 
oA | 8 iB lees g Ey a»|:|8 |3 
se] a g | 3 E 5 a E (E 3 
Sg £ & 5 # 2 > Bol = 2 
pe | 3 3 cI S |e] 5 | 6 |% ag 
LEINEN E |] Ss] tne FE ee 
ES {71 a a i i Fe | m A | me) as 
a ci es ~< 5 e |e ó |é js {a 
1. B’s cognitive processes 1.17 .8|1.1/ 72.5 1.8 /.8| 7.8 
2. B's motives... t / .8| 
3, B's other states fe ad PVE 1.8 
4. Validity of B's other states 5.3/1.7 
5. B's expressive acts....,.. i 2.1/.8|2.1/ [9.6/5.9 /.8) 2.1/ 1.17 
6. B's instrumental acts AAT) 7.818.297 12.513.2/3.4 1.y \19| 7.8 
7. B's attitude toward sell 1.8 /1.7 1.8 
8. B's action toward others... / 8 7.8 
9. B's action relative to other. 7.3 7.81.47 15.37 1,1/ 
10, B's attitudes or judgments 
toward others. .. lic /2.513.2/.8|2.1/7  |2.1/2.5] 1.17 
11. B's anticipation or achieve- 
ment of environmental 
12. 
ment of goal response. .... 1.1/ 2.2/.8 
13. Attitudes or judgments of 
others (including those to- 
ward B) TEER 1.1/ .8 1.1/.8 
14. B's position relative to 
others. , La 11.7.8 1.1/ 
Total 195: 4 1 6 8 6 22 5 1 3 4 1 
‘Total 1960 9 3 10 3 4 24 2 2 0 4 2 
1952, per cent, 43 1.1 [64 [80 [6.4 129.4 53 J11 13.2 [4.3 {td 
1960, per cent, 7.6) 25 84 25 34| 20.2) 1.7 1.7] 0 34 17 


nore: The numbers in the cells give the per cent of total that the relationship between the independent variable class 
(listed across the top of the table) and the corresponding dependent variable class (listed down the side of the table) was 
studied in a sample of 61 social psychological papers in 1952 (to the left of the diagonal) and in 1960 (to the right of the 
diagonal). The various variable classes are related to Fig. 1 (see Table 2). Independent variable clesses 4 to 17 are the same as 
dependent variable classes 1 to 14. Independent variable classes 21 to 23 were added as a result of the 1960 analysis. Totals 
and percentages for all classes of variables for both years are presented at bottom and right-hand side of the table. 


should be mentioned. Complex relationships, as in the example of em- 
pathy, were broken down into two components, one representing the 
first independent variable (in that case, certain unspecified antecedent 
conditions) and the other representing the second independent variable 
(in that case, the cues received from the other subject in the experiment). 
We also decided to leave certain relationships (where the writer reported 
more than one relationship of the same formal kind, according to the 
scheme of Fig. 1) out of consideration, If, for example, three different 
relationships between cue factors and judgments were studied in the 
same paper, only one was included in the final tabulation, This was done 
to avoid overrepresentation of one class of relationship because of one 
or two of the research papers. If either the independent or dependent 
variable was different, then both relationships were retained. Occasionally 
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By Socıar. PsycHoLocists IN 1952 anv 1960 


Independent variables 
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we excluded relationships of a minor or subsidiary type, usually when 
they were brought in post factum. Finally, we excluded one paper from 
consideration in toto, since it reported no new data but was essentially a 
critical review article. With these exceptions, every relationship was 
analyzed according to the scheme of Fig. 1. 

The final tabulation is presented in Table 1. If the reader will look 
down the left-hand column of the table, he will find the names of all the 
classes of dependent variables that were needed to reflect the relationships 
studied. A summary column on the far right provides a statement of the 
frequency (and percentage of the total number) with which each of 
these dependent variables appeared in the 1952 literature. The total 
number of dependent variables is 94, an average of about 1% relation- 
ships which met our criteria per paper analyzed. 

Let us turn to the left-hand column of the table, where the categories 
of dependent variables are listed. It should be noted that the categories 
do hot simply correspond to the numbered entities of Fig. 1, but some- 
times represent such combinations of these entities as were found nec- 
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essary to reflect the relationships analyzed. They represent categories of 
dependent variables which the writer constructed from the materials 
available in Fig. 1 for the present purpose. A more systematic or logical 
listing of all the possible dependent variables of social or individual psy- 
chology which is implied by Fig. 1 awaits separate analysis and would 
probably be worth doing only if the model were made more substantive 
and vulnerable. The present listing of dependent variables does provide 
us with some description of the kinds of behavioral events over which 


Taste 2. Enzrres or THE Dyap* WHICH COORDINATE WITH THE CATEGORIES 
or VARIABLES Usep ın TABLE 1 


Table 1 categories Figure 1 entities 
(names of independent variables) (numbers in Fig. 7) 

1. Tissue change or unconditioned stimulus—Beta..... 1c 

2, Situation of Beta’s action...................... niza 

3. Sign material presented to Beta... 2233 

4. Beta’s cognitive mediating processes. . . 3 4 

Dr BLAIR OHOUVERG nel een deu een. 6 

6. Beta’s other states. . . ST 

7. Validity of Beta’s states 7a 

8. . 8a 

Ds . 8b 
10. 8 (4,5) — Beta 
11 8 — Alpha 
12, 8 relative to 16 (Alpha) 
13. 8 (4,5) > Alpha 

14, 9 

15. Beta’s anticipation of goal responses 10 


16. Attitude of other toward Beta 

17. Beta’s position relative to other. 

18. Alpha’s acts toward Beta. .. . 

19. Number of Alphas... ... . : 

20." Properties of Alpha..... P E E E 000. 12, 13, 14, 15 
* See Fig. 1. 


16 (12,13) — Beta 
Beta-Alpha relationship 
16 — Beta 


social psychologists feel they have some actual or statistical control. We 
can also remark upon some of the possibilities for dependent variables 
which are not utilized in the literature under consideration. In later sec- 
tions we will be able to point out the additional categories which we 
must include to describe the independent variables of the studies analyzed. 
When we have put the two together in the matrix form of Table 1, the 
pattern of relationships studied in this sample of social psychology 
emerges. The unfilled boxes of the matrix then suggest either unfinished 
business for social psychology or divisions of labor which will point up 
the things social psychologists tend to study as compared to those chosen 
by other kinds of students of the behavioral sciences, 

Our first task is to make clear, with examples, the categories we found 
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necessary to describe the dependent variables of social psychology as de- 
fined by our sample of papers. To make our task easier, we have pre- 
sented Table 2, which coordinates most of the named categories of 
Table 1 with the numbered entities in Fig. 1. We will not discuss this 
coordination in detail but will focus on the meanings of the categories 
in the left column of Table 1. 

The first category of dependent variables, “B’s (i.e., Beta’s) cog- 
nitive processes,” has a self-explanatory meaning for some psychologists. 
From the methodological-behavioral point of view implied in our dia- 
gram, however, such matters usually have the status of inferences and 
would not be operational directly measured variables. Here the analyst 
was caught in a dilemma. Should he drop the aim of describing the in- 
terests of the writers of research papers or should he appear to’ let 
subjectivism enter the basic operations of the field? He chose the second 
course because of convention and because maintaining the methodologi- 
cal distinction seemed overanalytic. 

A gentle word of defense should, however, be permitted. Whatever 
a percept, judgment, thought, notion, or bit of knowledge, etc., is, sub- 
jectively speaking, it is usually very harmlessly inferred by equating it 
with the meaning of a verbal instrumental act of the subject (Beta). It 
is, in this sense, almost a subcategory of instrumental response, and 
could almost as easily have been placed in category 6, “Beta’s instru- 
mental act.” But this would have swelled this category greatly and 
thereby lost a distinction which is considered by some students of per- 
ception to be one of kind. We did not attempt to maintain a methodo- 
logical behaviorist rejection of the meaning of spoken responses in 
cases where such responses were recorded in psychophysical settings, in 
the presence of tachistoscopes, etc., where the responses were of a fairly 
simple sort and where the everyday meaning of such emitted words 
would probably be very reliably categorized by independent observers. 

his category, therefore, contains references to studies where the de- 
pendent variable or variables were the perceptions, thoughts, etc., of 
Beta, like “black-and-blue,” standing for “I perceive the words ‘black 
and blue’ in that tachistoscope over there,” or “smaller,” or “larger,” 
etc. Where the cognitive processes or hypotheses, or learned s-r bonds 
were involved in explanation of the occurrence of such responses, then 
these uses were classed as intervening variables, and will be discussed 
1n a separate section. } 

Looking from the left side of Table 1 to the numbers on the far right, 
WE see that six relationships studied in 1952 used “Beta’s cognitive 
Processes” as their dependent variables in our sense. So there are some 
cognitive processes, indexed by a particular kind of verbal instrumental 
tesponse, which social psychologists feel that they can predict or control 
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operationally. This was true of about 6 per cent of the relationships 
analyzed. 

The second category has to do with attempts to change “Beta’s 
motives,” which is a category which also involves some inference. In 
two cases we found studies where the theoretical intent of the writer was 
extremely clear and the operations involved were so particularly de- 
veloped for the problem that we placed them in this category. The first 
case involved measuring a seemingly functionally autonomous motive 
from the failure of an ear-scratching response to extinguish following a 
single application of collodion (independent variable). The second case 
was placed in this category because it dealt with a theoretical Lewinian 
tension state inferred from differences in behavior following experimental 
blocking of the subject. The experimental failure of a habit to extinguish 
appears to provide rather clear grounds for the inference of an operat- 
ing O-source which deserves the name “motive”; the second case in- 
volves equating the “tension state” to a goal-deprivation operation. Such 
experimental operations are so conventional that these dependent vari- 
ables were retained in this category to reflect the aim and intent of the 
writers, despite the inferences involved. 

The third category concerns attempts to change or predict measured 
states of subjects other than simple cognitions or motives. All three of 
these cases involved traits measured by tests on which a good deal of 
validation work has been done. “Masculinity-femininity,” “energy and 
initiative,” and “secure-insecure” are the problematic names given to 
these dependent variables. They are included in this category because 
validational work had been done and could be referred to. It seems 
easier to accept the notion that these are measures of other states of the 
subjects than it does to state just what other states they may be measures 
of, and, since the category scheme in Table 1 makes no attempt to 
classify such other states more specifically, the particular names are 
irrelevant to our present purposes, 

The fourth category has to do with studies where, in effect, there is 
an attempt merely to relate a measure of a state of Beta with another 
measure of that state—in short, validation studies were placed here be- 
cause they should go somewhere and yet do not attempt to state relation- 
ships between two supposedly different entities. They do, however, all 
have to do with other states, such as traits, prejudices, etc. Five of these 
studies were found. 

The fifth category, the largest, concerns the prediction or control 
of expressive acts of Beta by the writers of the papers concerned. The 
names of these acts have movements of the subject as their reference but 
they are not recorded because they serve the goals of Beta or because 
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they have some predictable effect on the environment, as is the case 
with instrumental actions. There is an amazingly wide array of these 
acts. They range from aspects of the contents of dreams to stuttering, 
the relation of motor movements of Beta to norms for different ages, 
aesthetic contents of drawings, the total amount of motor activity in an 
audience of apathetic schizophrenics, the frequency and amount of nail 
biting, the length of time covered in the content of a TAT story, a 
measure of conditioned galvanic skin response, the relative frequency of 
emotional words used by Beta, etc. 

The second most frequent category of dependent variables is the 
sixth, which has to do with aspects of instrumental actions of Beta. Here 
again the range of subclasses and dimensions of these actions is quite 
broad, including such matters as the percentage of materials recalled 
by Beta, the rate of pressing a bar under certain different conditions, 
trials required to learn nonsense syllables to a certain criterion, the 
speed of relearning of a visual-discrimination problem, the frequency of 
Beta’s publications and inventions, the time taken by Beta in making a 
choice, the number of relevant hypotheses put forward by Beta in re- 
Sponse to the problem of being faced with a tachistoscope, etc, Since 17 
out of the 94 relations reported for 1952 in Fig. 1 involved this class of 
events, it is fair to say that social psychologists have considerable in- 
vestment in the problems of instrumental behavior and feel that some of 
their independent measures are powerful in this area. 

The first six categories outlined above are dependent variable 
Categories which social psychologists share with all groups of psy- 
chologists and most other students of behavior science. The remaining 
Categories are not so widely shared and serve to begin to differentiate 
the study of social psychologists from that of some other psychologists. 
Category 7, for example, contains only one representative—a study 
where Beta’s attitude toward himself is the dependent variable. Atti- 
tudes are usually inferred from a class of instrumental acts and are, in a 
Sense, special cases of category 6, but are kept separate here because the 
Operations involved are easily classified (whether acceptable or not), 
and because such a separation serves our aim in making the interests of 
social psychologists more clear. 

Category 8, “Beta’s action toward others,” refers to cases where 
there is an attempt to predict or control some aspect of Beta’s social be- 
havior, i.e., some aspect or property of that subclass of Beta’s instru- 
mental acts which have another person or persons as their environmental 
events or goal responses. It is exceedingly interesting to the writer that 
only one study deals with this potentially huge area. One might be 
tempted to assume that, operationally speaking, the social actor is still 
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lost in perception and affect. This may merely reflect the difficulty and 
cost of measuring actual behavior in a dyadic situation. Certainly more 
of such work would be found in Sociometry and other journals. 

Category 9 is related to category 8, but differs from category 8 in 
that the property of Beta’s behavior which is predicted or controlled is 
merely the comparability of some aspect of Beta’s behavior with that of 
another person or persons. We have included seven studies here. They 
deal with such dependent variables as whether or not Beta makes the 
same responses as 40 per cent of a sample of “normals” to a TAT, 
whether or not Beta holds an office in a social group, whether Beta is 
rated by others as being known more by others in a group, whether or not 
Beta responds the way “normals” do on the Bender-gestalt, etc. The 
important thing here is not content of action but the degree of com- 
parability of action with that of some others. There seemed to be no solu- 
tion but to place this kind of treatment of acts in a category by itself. 

Sixteen studies fell into category 10 (as far as dependent variables 
are concerned). This is the classic category for social psychology, involv- 
ing Beta’s attitudes toward or judgments of Alpha (or Alphas). This 
category is similar to category 7 except that here the object of the 
attitude or judgment (operationally, the instrumental acts of answering 
questions in response to the presence of, or a sign stimulus referring to, 
a person or group of persons) is other than the self. 

Category 11 is weakly represented by one case in our 1952 sample. 
It deals with an attempt to predict and change Beta’s accuracy of pre- 
dicting the social consequences of his own action. This is again a sub- 
class of the general group of instrumental actions of Beta. It does not 
include a study of his anticipations in actual social conditions, but refers 
to his instrumental acts in answer to a particular questionnaire on which 
some validity work has been done (although the really important validity 
a ecological validity—has not been dealt with in this particular 
case). 

Category 12 (Beta’s anticipation of goal responses) is represented 
by four relationships in which Beta’s ranking of cultural objects or 
people in terms of the reward value he sees them as having was changed 
or predicted. These studies (two are involved) are placed in this cate- 
gory because the category is implied by the scheme in F ig. 1, and because 
the operations utilized represent such a small array of the possibilities 
on such an important aspect of behavior. 

Category 13 refers to attempts to predict or change the attitude of 
Alpha or Alphas, including those toward Beta (as a function, for 
example, of Beta’s attitude toward self or other states of Beta). It is 
closely related to category 14, which contains seven cases of relationships 
where prediction or change is attempted in the position or status of 
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Beta relative to others, indexed either by sociometric questions or by 
actual leadership or other status held by Beta. 

These categories, taken from Fig. 1, permit us to place the studies 
in our sample. It remains to summarize briefly the results of this part 
of our analysis. 

Like most psychologists, social psychologists apparently feel that their 
theories and studies can lead to prediction and control of various 
properties of the subject’s instrumental and expressive acts. This is prob- 
ably a common interest in all branches of psychology. Social psychology 
is different because of the many independent variables which are seen 
as controlling these two dependent categories, as we will see below. 

Social psychology is notable for the number of dependent variables 
in which it is concerned and which are not part of a purely monadic 
scheme. The variables include the status of one person relative to 
another; the attitudes of others toward the actor; the attitude of the 
actor toward other people (as distinguished from cultural or symbolic 
or physical objects) ; the relative position of people with regard to ade- 
quacy or other dimensions of action, attitudes, and concepts with regard 
to the self; and overt behavior toward others. The existence of all these 
categories is the reason for a dyadic conception of the field, even when 
it is viewed in a cross section of a year’s output. About 39 per cent of 
the dependent variables studied might be included in the list above. 

We have noted that social psychologists see the usual behavioral 
categories (expressive and instrumental action) as dependent upon an 
especially wide array of independent variables. The same holds true for 
perceptual and other phenomena. This tendency challenges any restric- 
tive definition of psychology, for new categories of variables and new 
views of relationships are being constantly tried out by social psy- 
chologists and others studying in this area. ; 

It is particularly fascinating that social psychologists, even in this 
small sample, are challenging formulations put forward by theorists in 
other social sciences. It is fair to say that sociologists generally tend to 
view social structures (either formal or informal) as independent vari- 
ables or as explanatory variables, but rarely as dependent variables. 

The main focus of analysis of many sociologists is on the structures 
which describe the networks of relationships between people and on the 
functions of such structures. Although these structures may be viewed as 
abstractions from the thinking, perceiving, wanting, or acting of in- 
dividuals, dyads, triads, etc., they are then viewed as powerful (perhaps 
because they are so shared that abstraction across people is possible). 
Therefore, they are useful as independent variables in relation to other 
Structures or as explanatory causal factors in considering the behavior 
of other individuals. 
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Social psychologists, however, view such structures both ways—in our 
1952 sample, category 14, the “Beta-Alpha relationship,” is used seven 
times as a dependent variable and only five times as an independent one! 
Apparently social psychologists have as their end phenomenon for pre- 
diction or control what other people (psychologists, sociologists, or 
structural anthropologists) might treat as an assumption or starting 
point. None of the studies in our sample deals with the social structure 
of a total society as predictable or controllable. However, social psy- 
chology is developing a number of such approaches. Many of these are 
involved with the cross-cultural approach of Murdock [19]; the kind of 
analysis recently begun by Whiting [32], who treats puberty ceremonies 
as a dependent variable; and McClelland [16], who sees economic de- 
velopment as a dependent variable. 

We can summarize the dependent variables of social psychology in 
1952, as sampled here, by stating that 19 per cent of them involve the 
prediction or change in properties of Beta, and 42 per cent of them 
represent predictions or changes in Beta’s overt behaviors. This largest 
category may partially reflect the importance placed by social psy- 
chologists on the strictures (or wisdom) of behaviorism, neo- or original. 
Interest in both classes of variables is shared generally with other psy- 
chologists, but there is a difference in the relationships studied. The re- 
maining 39 per cent of the studies concern the broader range of de- 
pendent variables that involve relationship or attitudinal or interactional 
factors, an increasingly important area for social psychologists. 


Dependent Variables: 1960 Distribution 


Table 1* includes comparable data for the 1960 sample of papers. 
The main outlines of interests in prediction and control are the same, 
Suggesting that our categories have reflected some of the more recurrent 
interests of the field. There are also some interesting changes in the very 
busy period between 1952 and 1960. 

Attitudes of Beta toward others takes over second place from “B’s 


* Tt is interesting to consider the possibilities of matrices such as that of Table 1. 
They could ideally serve as summary adjuncts to the Psychological Abstracts or to 
the Annual Review, If agreement could be reached on a sufficiently common 
set of categories (no mean task in itself, of course), then the work done in the 
fields of psychology in any given period of time could be summarized by such a 
table. If a code for the classes of theory could be generally agreed upon, the table 
could be rendered in color or varied type. The table could then contain in the 
cells the direct numbered reference to the year’s important bibliography. It might 
facilitate the speed with which a person with one specialty might pick out the 
papers from another specialty which would probably be of maximum interest to 
him. It might facilitate the study of trends, fads, and major progress or lacunae of 
a given area, or possibly of the field of psychology as a whole. New discoveries of 


a categorial kind would possibly be seen more quickly and utilized more adequately 
and widely. 


Social Psychology and Other Behavioral Sciences 195 


instrumental act” in the frequency of dependent variables studied. This 
reflects the resurgence of interest in the experimental analysis of the 
conditions of attitude change, due in large part to the stimulating work of 
Hovland and Festinger. 

Two other changes are worth noting. First, there is some increase in 
the study of Beta’s attitudes toward others. Second, there is a decrease in 
the use of structural factors as dependent variables, as can be seen in the 
drop in category 14, and in the drop in prevalence of category 9 studies. 
As will be noted later, this is related to an increase in the use of such 
structural matters as independent variables. These categories (and par- 
ticularly category 14) are probably among the more unstable categories 
because they reflect the seesaw of sociological versus personality issues 
in this interlocked field. 

The over-all similarity of interests in the two samples remains the 
major theme, however. Exactly 42 per cent of the papers are still de- 
voted to prediction or change in Beta’s overt behaviors (expressive and 
instrumental), 17 per cent represent interests in Beta’s properties or 
States, and 41 per cent represent the broader and more dyadic in- 
terests of social psychologists, 


THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 


The Distributions 


The independent variables used in our sample of social-psychological 
Studies are listed across the top of Table 1 and their frequency distri- 
bution for 1952 and for 1960 is represented in the totals along the bot- 
tom of the table. In any study of a science the classes of independent 
variables are interesting because they represent the assumptions regard- 
ing the causal factors of the field or, conversely, the major manipulable 
Sources of the variance in the dependent variables. Whereas we found it 
necessary to construct 14 classes of dependent variables, it was found 
necessary to increase this number to 23 to subsume the independent 
variables. In fact, 20 categories were sufficient for the 1952 sample, but 
3 more had to be added for the 1960 literature. All of the dependent- 
variable classes are included among the independent variables (4 to 17). 
Three classes have been added at the beginning of the list of dependent 
variables, and six have been added at the end. Let us begin by making 
these additional classes clear. 

Category 1, “Tissue or other bodily changes in Beta,” refers to the 
use of direct material applications to some part of Beta, to the use of 
unconditioned stimuli as independent variables, or to brain or other 
damage to Beta. 

Category 2, “Situation of B’s action,” refers to studies where the 
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setting or situation in which Beta acts is systematically varied. Although 
this category is represented by only one study in 1952 and three in 
1960, it is potentially a very large category for social psychology, and 
one in which our colleagues in sociology and anthropology are quite 
strongly interested. In 1952, the consistency of a subject’s behavior is 
studied as a function of whether he is behaving in a group problem-solv- 
ing situation, an interview situation, or a paper-and-pencil-test situation. 
Potentially, however, this category may include such empirical or theo- 
retical distinctions as personal versus formal situations, culturally pat- 
terned versus idiosyncratic situations, frequent versus infrequent situa- 
tions, situations including only Beta’s peers versus those including Beta’s 
subordinates or superiors, etc. We shall return to this category because 
it highlights the problems of the many languages of behavioral science 
and shows how far we are from a generally acceptable language for 
describing social stimuli. 

Category 3, “Signs presented to B,” refers to studies in which the 
independent variable involves the systematic presentation of different 
forms of art, music, or aspects of words. This is a more easily recog- 
nizable classification of cultural stimuli but tends to include problems of 
less general interest to behavioral scientists, such as “Does music calm 
manic depressives?” or “Do ‘emotional’ words require more time to be 
perceived than ‘nonemotional’ words?” 

As we have mentioned before, categories 4 to 17 at the top of Table 
1 are the same as those listed for the dependent variables. It might be 
helpful to read the phrase “a difference or change in X” for each of 
these categories; for the dependent variables, the phrase “predicting 
or changing X” should be prefixed to the name of each category. 

Category 18 deals with effects of others on Beta, but is called 
“Alpha’s instrumental or expressive acts toward Beta.” It refers to 
studies where the independent variable involves the influence of Alpha 
on some aspect of Beta’s states or actions. This category appears quite 
often in social-psychological literature and represents a major invest- 
ment of the field. It is here that we find the studies on the effects of 
parents on the personalities of children, of “important” people on the 
attitudes or beliefs of “less important” people (or vice versa), and 
studies of the effects of personal persuasion on attitude and action. 
This category could be subdivided into further distinctions—influence 


by use of formal power versus informal power, the relation of Alpha’s © 


influence to Beta’s usual attitude, physical influence versus nonphysical 
influence, influence by threat versus influence through more direct ac- 
tion, influence through rewards versus influence through punishment, 
etc. However, the size of the present samples does not make such dis- 
tinctions useful. 
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Category 19, “Number of Alphas,” refers to studies where the 
independent variable involves systematic variation of the number of 
others, for example, where the study concerns the effect of the number 
of people in a group on the speed of group problem solving. Although 
related to category 18, this category is kept separate because it involves 
the more pure parameter of number of others and because it represents 
a lasting, though probably relatively minor, problem of social psychology. 

Category 20, “Properties of Alpha,” refers to studies where the 
independent variable involves the systematic variation of some particular 
property or properties of Alpha other than directly “influencing” or 
“manipulative” ones. Here the sex of the experimenter is systematically 
varied, or a speaker is presented to the audience as having—or not 
having—an axe to grind. Although related to category 18, this category 
involves systematic variation of aspects of Alphas which do not refer 
to what those Alphas actually and directly do which would involve in- 
fluencing or manipulating Beta. 

Three new categories were required to describe the 1960 sample. 
Category 21, “Cultural or historical factors,” includes factors which the 
author would choose to view as involved with the larger conditions of 
the culture or social structure. Category 22, “Alpha’s relative position 
to Beta (including attitudes),” refers to studies in which the causal fac- 
tor might be the fact that Alpha is superordinate to Beta or another 
comparable factor. Category 23, the final one, is related to category 1, 
but deals with explicit manipulation of hereditary factors, as in a human 
or animal study in which intermating has been controlled for genera- 
tions. 

{ Two facts emerge regarding the categories that are common in the 
lists of dependent and independent variables. First, in 1952, 12 of 
the 14 dependent-variable categories are also represented with other than 
zero frequencies as independent-variable classes; this was true of 13 out 
of 14 in 1960. The second fact, directly related to the first, is that 61 of 
the independent variables recorded in the 1952 sample fall into the same 
classes as were used for the dependent variables (60 in 1960). One can 
Teasonably conclude that what is an independent variable in one study 
crops up as a dependent variable in other studies, and that this is not 
totally due to the broadness of the categories as we have defined them. 
It clearly indicates that there is at present no general agreement in the 
field as to what should properly be considered its dependent and inde- 
Pendent variables. Further inference is hazardous. It may also mean 
that the field is moving toward a need for some kind of overarching 
model in which the distinction between independent and dependent 
Variables is not very important, perhaps some kind of “equilibrium” 
model. More probably, however, it means that workers in social psy- 
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chology are involved with notions of several basic processes which over- 
lap, rendering the dependent variables of one process (i.e., learning or 
being motivated) as the independent variables of another (i.e., percep- 
tion or judgment) and probably vice versa. 

Two categories of independent variables appear most often in our 
sample. The first is category 4, “Validity of Beta’s other states.” Twenty- 
two out of the ninty-four independent variables fell into this category 
in 1952, including traits of adjustment, sex differences in Betas, mental 
illness categories in which Betas are placed, differences in the stability of 
Beta’s self-image, the degree of integration of two or more aspects of 
Beta’s personality, Beta’s aptitudes, variations in other traits of Beta, 
and variations in his age. This category represents the personality pole 
of social psychology, where the assumption that great causal power 
resides in individual differences becomes clear, Interestingly, 12 of these 
22 cases of variation in other states of Beta are related (in 1952) to as- 
pects of the expressive and instrumental behavior of Betas (usually in- 
dependently measured). This is another case of the insistence of stu- 
dents of personality that the importance of individual differences be 
recognized alongside more classical general experimental treatments of 
overt behavior. The sample’s lack of representativeness is shown, how- 
ever, by the fact that Beta’s cognitive processes never occur as dependent 
upon variation in Beta’s other states, or on Beta’s motives. The “new 
look” in perception is not represented in these 1952 studies, and is pretty 
well past by 1960, although three 1960 studies view B’s cognitive 
processes as dependent upon his other states (2.5 per cent). 

The second most frequent is category 18, “Alpha’s instrumental or 
expressive acts toward Beta,” or the effect of others on Beta. Thirteen 
of the studies have this variable as causal to a wide array of dependent 
variance in 1952, and sixteen have it in 1960. Alphas are reported to 
have influenced Beta’s cognitive processes, his other states, his expressive 
and instrumental acts, his attitudes toward himself, his actions toward 
others, his attitudes toward others, his anticipations of environmental 
effects of his actions, and his position relative to others, This is certainly 
a variable which is held to have broad and important effects. It is re- 
lated to the most wide array of dependent categories of all the inde- 
pendent variables in 1952, even though it ranks second in frequency 
of occurrence, but this does not quite hold up in 1960. 

This category is of both substantive and methodological interest to 
social psychologists. Substantively, it reflects the interest in procedures 
and effects in “socializing” the child, the adolescent, or the adult. It 
represents, along with some of the other categories, the interest in 
Propagandizing activities and other forms of persuasion and education. 
At a higher level of abstraction, category 18 represents an interest in 


Social Psychology and Other Behavioral Sciences 199 


the social conditions of learning, or at least in the social conditions caus- 
ing changes in Beta. 

This substantive interest merges into a methodological one as well— 
a sensitization to experimenter-subject relationships and their effects on 
the measured behavior of the subjects. It is informative to note that 
social-psychological literature tends to include more explicit and careful 
description of conditions of the study than do most experimental jour- 
nals. There is more worry shown about the ways in which the sex, 
status, commonality of language community, and other properties of 
the experimenter can act to influence the results of an experiment. In 
fact, these sometimes become the reason for experiments. The simple 
picture of the normal human adult behaving according to implacable 
laws in the old psychophysics tradition has been refined, brought closer 
to everyday conditions, and rendered more complex by this interest of 
Social psychologists. 

The third most frequent category of independent variables in 1952 is 
“Beta’s cognitive processes,” followed closely by “Beta’s motives” and 
“signs presented to Beta.” Among the outstandingly rare variable classes 
are the “situation of Beta’s action” (we will comment on this later), 
“Beta’s action relative to others,” and “Beta’s anticipation or achieve- 
ment of events.” Although such categories as “Beta’s expressive acts,” 
“Beta’s actions toward others,” “Beta’s attitudes toward others,” and 
“attitudes of others toward Beta” appear infrequently, much of the 
interest in such dimensions may be covered by category 18, “the in- 
fluence of others on Beta.” 

One additional point of some general importance emerges from a 
consideration of the independent variables of Table 1, and it also applies 
to the dependent variables. It is that most of these variables are of a 
Single index kind, for the most part, using only one clement of the 
Schematic dyad. Here is one of the interesting gaps between concept and 
Operations in this field—many concepts call for multioperational indexes, 
but most indexes are extremely simple one-measurement affairs. The 
Notion, for example, of “an interact” often refers to a behavior by Beta 
Which was anticipated by Alpha. This implies a problem of simul- 
taneous measurement of states or behaviors in two people. “Interaction” 
Often refers to a complicated sequence of interacts. Yet measurements of 
Interaction [such as those of Bales, 3] usually evade the multimeasure- 
Ment problem, merely presenting a frequency distribution of actions of 
Beta toward Alpha, etc. Such evasions of the operational implications of 
terms are not rare; one of the areas for future development probably re- 
quires a more direct confrontation of the complexities of simultaneously 
indexing two persons, three persons, etc. n 

We can summarize the frequency distribution of independent vari- 
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ables in social psychology for 1952 as represented here. They are more 
varied than the dependent variables. A large proportion of them fall 
into the same categories as do the independent variables, The most fre- 
quent categories are those representing the personality pole of the field 
and the interpersonal influence pole, respectively. Twelve per cent of 
them have to do with physical- or symbolic-stimulus dimensions, 52 
per cent involve changes in various state, dispositional-property, or 
behavior aspects of Beta (interests which social psychologists share with 
all psychologists but with a different emphasis). Finally, 36 per cent 
deal with broader ranges of the dyad, which, we suggest, gives social 
psychology its distinct place in psychological science. 

Looking along the two bottom rows of Table 1 where the proportions 
of studies using the various independent-variable classes are listed, the 
main effect is one of surprising similarity, as was found above with the 
distributions of the dependent variables. In fact, any measurement of the 
correlation of the actual proportions would be well above chance level, 
even though three new categories (21, 22, and 23) were added for 
1960. Two of the new categories were represented by very few studies, 
but 22, a “structural” category involving “Alpha’s relative position to 
Beta (including attitudes) ,” contained 5 per cent of the relationships re- 
ported. Whereas one low-frequency category (9, “Beta’s instrumental 
acts”) drops out altogether, two categories with zero frequencies in 1952 
come into the picture in 1960 (category 12, “Beta’s acts relative to acts 
of others” and category 16, “Attitudes of others toward Beta”). 

No other change in the entire group involved more than 3.6 per cent 
of the papers, and probably none is worth discussing; the distribution of 
independent variables for the two years is practically the same. 


THE INDEPENDENT-DEPENDENT RELATIONSHIPS STUDIED IN 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 


The 1952 Distribution 


Whereas the independent variables found in our sample are sum- 
marized across the bottom of Table 1, and the dependent variables are 
summarized in the right-hand columns, the independent-dependent rela- 
tionships are summarized in the boxes or cells in the body of the table. 
Let us look first at these Summary proportions for 1952 and then go on 
to compare the distributions for the two years under study. 

The most frequently studied relationship in our sample for 1952 is 
that between Beta’s “other states” (independent) and Beta’s “expressive 
acts” (dependent). Yet fewer than 10 per cent of the relationships fall 
into this most frequent category, and the concentration quickly falls to 
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less than 6 per cent in the next two categories that stand out—our cate- 
gory for validation studies and the relationship between Beta’s other 
states (independent) and his action relative to others (dependent), The 
main characteristic of the distribution of relationships, therefore, is 
scatter or dispersion. The little concentration that occurs is probably un- 
reliable as a basis for characterizing the field, although the most fre- 
quent category for 1952 almost retains its status in 1960 (it is tied with 
one other category). 

Table 1 gives the impression that there are many relationships to be 
studied in social psychology. This is undoubtedly true. It is also true 
that a social psychologist interested in the relationship between attempts 
to influence Beta, and changes in Beta’s attitudes toward others (cate- 
gories 18, independent, and 10, dependent) would search the whole 
1952 volume for three references. Exactly the same number of refer- 
ences would repay the same search in 1960! Yet this is a specialization 
in social psychology on which careers have been spent and will be spent 
in the future. In short, the dispersion of relationships shown in Table 1 
tells us why specialists tend to criticize the seeming irrelevance of most 
social-psychological literature—most of it is irrelevant to any given 
Specialty—and why growing demands for replication are so rarely met. 
There are probably too many new aspects of the dyad yet to be ex- 
plored to do much repeating. 

Analysis of Table 1 provides more interesting material when we com- 
pare the distribution of independent variables with that of the dependent 
Variables. The most frequently studied independent-variable class— 
Beta’s other states—is only ninth in frequency as a dependent variable, 
and even lower in rank in 1960. This reflects the fact that sex and age 
are “other states” which naturally fall only into the independent class; it 
also reflects the costliness and difficulty of “anchoring” traits and com- 
plex mechanisms by studying them as dependent upon earlier learning 
or genetic conditions. At present, these traits are measured by inde- 
pendent but contemporaneous operations, an a-historical emphasis that 
is adequate as far as it goes, but one which also tends to leave important 
questions unanswered. 

It is also intriguing that the most frequently studied dependent 
variable—Beta’s expressive acts—is used only once in the present sample 
as an independent variable and twice in 1960. This again points up 
€xperimental difficulties more than it does a lack of theoretical interest. 
Facial expressions are often used as independent-variable stimuli for 
judgments (although not in the present sample), but it is very diffi- 
Cult to utilize Beta’s emotional behavior, varying it systematically so as 
to ascertain its effect on others or on Beta’s own instrumental action, for 
example. This category (Beta’s expressive action) includes, for example, 
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certain aspects of Beta’s responses to TAT cards. Doubtless, the de- 
votees of such measures consider that what is inferrable from them de- 
termines a great deal of Beta’s other behavior. But it is costly to place 
Betas in the different measurement situations necessary to provide the 
basis for inferring the effects dependent upon variation in measures of 
emotional behavior. 

The great fluidity in the actual relationships studied in social psy- 
chology will be appreciated if we look at the cells in Table 1 that are 
not replicated in the two years for which we have data. Leaving out of 
consideration the cells generated by the three new classes of independent 
variables, we have 280 (14 X 20) cells on which we can directly com- 
pare 1952 and 1960. Only 55 of these 280 cells were occupied by at 
least one relationship in 1952; of these, only 23—less than half—were 
“replicated” by at least one relationship in 1960. Forty-four additional 
cells that had no inhabitants in 1952 were filled by at least one case in 
1960. The number should be raised to 50 if the cells added due to the 
three new independent-variable classes are considered. The “mobility” 
is considerable, betokening the almost breathless development of this 
field in the last decade. It would be interesting to have comparable data 
for the intervening years so that some stochastic model could be applied 
to estimate the speed with which the cells we have used are being filled, 
and to provide more stable evidence for identifying the “sticky” or slow- 
developing areas of the field. 

It is also interesting to note that the rate of shifting of interest in 
relationships studied is greater in the larger “social” sector of Table 1 
than in the “traditional psychology sector” [i.e., the 70 cells in the upper 
left corner of Table 1, subsuming categories 1 to 10 (independent), and 
categories 1 to 7 ( dependent) ]. Nine of the seventeen cells of the “tradi- 
tional sector” which were represented by at least one study in 1952 are 
also filled in 1960—53 per cent. In the remainder of the table only 14 
of the 1952 total of 38 were also filled in 1960—merely 37 per cent. It is 
in the dyadic realm that the field of social psychology is being explored 
most actively and with least replication at midcentury. 


The Upper and Lower Boundaries of the Field of Social Psychology 


Three points of some general interest emerge from a consideration of 
the relationships of social Psychology as displayed in Fig. 1. The first 
is the surprising fact that the relationships can be fitted into such a 
simple independent-dependent scheme at all. Of course, we occasionally 
worked with cases where two different classes of independent variables 
were viewed as impinging on one dependent class, or vice versa, aS 
when interactions were seriously studied. We merely broke this up into 
two or more relationships of the independent-dependent sort. But the 
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basic image of what a publishable research paper contains remains a 
single-stage independent-dependent image. 

It is possible that this should not be the case. Perhaps the publications 
in this field should have made the content analyst’s task greater by 
presenting him with an array of chains of operations of greater com- 
plexity so that he would have had to have tables not only of “inde- 
pendent-dependent relationships,” but also tables of “independent- 
dependent-dependent” relationships or of “independent-dependent-de- 
pendent-dependent” relationships, or possibly tables of studies where 
chains of the complexity of “independent:-dependent:-independents-de- 
pendent.” have been recorded, if not actually systematically varied. If 
we take the model of Fig. 1 seriously, such complications are not difficult 
to imagine. 

The last kind of chain mentioned would depend on a particular 
theory defining the two classes of independent variables as distinguished 
from the dependent ones, so we will not discuss that here. But the other 
kind of complexity is perfectly reasonable, even in our restricted dis- 
course. For example, if a social psychologist is interested in the impact 
of a new child on a family, there are processes that undoubtedly occur, 
such as (1) arrival of a new child (sex variation of same as independent 
variable), (2) affects relation of older child to mother, which (3) alters 
relation of older child to father, etc. Such a study might have been 
present in the literature, but it was not. It probably would be argued that 
such a study was sociological rather than social-psychological. This kind 
of statement is very interesting in studying a science. Why would such 
a study be considered “sociological” and therefore not directly part of 
Psychological science? Is it because it goes beyond a simple dyad and 
involves four people instead of two? This, though arbitrary, may be the 
Toot of the problem. Or is it because it deals with a problem requiring 
4 more complicated design than usual—where more than two classes of 
variables are involved? It cannot be this because the possibility of multi- 
variable designs is as well known to psychologists as to sociologists. Then, 
the problem remains—why are so few long chains of operations used in 
these studies? 

Certainly our example did not need to extend the dyad. There un- 
doubtedly occur cases—even, possibly, processes that could be replicated 
and named—which involve long chains of operations and yet stay 
within the dyad. For example, Alpha may hit Beta intentionally or un- 
intentionally (independent variable), whereupon Beta may strike back 
Or not (first dependent variable), depending on how he judges (second 
dependent variable) his chances of winning the fight. Perhaps some of 
the future of social psychology lies in the interaction of such sets of 
variables, but the operational imagination must be extended to devise 
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a situation where the states of all three variables can be measured. Such 
intervening states are too often handled purely by use of theory in all of 
the behavioral sciences. 

The second (and possibly related) point of general import that 
emerges from Table 1 can be raised in the context of our example. This 
has to do with why, to put it concisely, Alpha strikes Beta in the first 
place. Social psychologists tend not to be interested, at least as far as 
the journal studied is concerned. Note that category 18 in the in- 
dependent-variable list (Alpha’s instrumental acts directed toward Beta 
does not occur in the dependent-variable list, and that the somewhat 
similar category 8 (dependent), where the dependent variable involves 
Beta acting instrumentally toward Alpha, occurs only once. This means, 
in terms of our example of Alpha hitting Beta, that social psychologists 
are interested in the effects on Beta of the hitting by Alpha, but they 
are not interested in viewing Alpha’s hitting as dependent upon still 
other conditions, 

For some reason, this issue appears to demark matters psychological 
or social psychological from those sociological and anthropological and 
from the “power realm” as often studied by political scientists. Psy- 
chologists, in short, do not tend to study all of the problems implied in 
the dyadic scheme. Alpha may be a dictator, a parent, or a doctor in 
interaction with a Beta, who may be a citizen, a child, or a patient. 
Psychological interests begin with the hit committed by Alpha and end 
with the effect of this on Beta, by and large. But why the mother spanks 
Beta for defecating but not for urinating or why the dictator jails one 
citizen rather than another is left to other specialists in the division of 
labor. The determinants of Alpha’s actions toward Beta are left to 
“culture” or “social class” or “precipitates of history” or, in the case of 
mothers, to whether she has been educated in child psychology or has 
read Spock. (This latter is occasionally studied, but more often merely 
postulated, by social psychologists. ) 

In this analysis of a division of labor, we are forced back to the 
notions of social or cultural structures or historical events which we have 
already discovered are more often used (in their simpler forms) as 
dependent variables than as independent ones by the social psychologists 
studied in our 1952 sample. But the limitation of the phrase “in their 
simpler forms” is a very important limitation indeed, because once a 
psychologist begins seriously to consider the implications of these immense 
and largely unexplicated notions of “social structure,” “culture,” or 
“history,” then Pandora’s box is open, and any attempt to restrain 
problems into a simple dyadic image becomes a difficult endeavor indeed. 
Social psychologists wish to deal with aspects of such structures and as 
sometimes dependent upon psychological causes, but there is as yet only 
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a thin start toward serious integration with students of change of 
«conomic, social, and cultural structures. The situation at the time of our 
sample can be highlighted by pondering how reasonable it is that a psy- 
chologist and an anthropologist [31] get together to write on the effects 
of different child training practices. But to study how these practices came 
to be what they are, it is better to have two anthropologists do the job 
together [20]. 

To paraphrase a famous slogan, social psychologists study the 
principles of how what propaganda, given out by which propagandists, 
will have what effects on which consumers (Betas). But the prediction of 
who will give out the propaganda and what its content will be rests in 
the hands of the social analyst or some expert who must juggle many 
new and strange independent variables in his considerations. 

Boundaries between fields probably always involve some incon- 
sistencies and compromises, but social psychology may reflect these in 
rather extreme form, There is no doubt that two kinds of things are 
reflected in Table 1. On the one hand, there is the kind of social psy- 
chology which stems historically from McDougall, Freud, and others, 
where the task is seen as one of developing methods for uncovering the 
nature of Beta—his drives, instincts, mechanisms, and “other states.” 
The line is tenuous and wandering between this emphasis and the 
approach of “microsociology” [Newcomb, 22], where the entities become 
Specific and complicated bundles of “expectancies,” anticipated sanctions 
and rewards, “institutions” of beliefs and values, “definitions of total 
Situations” or even more complicated (and often very specific) “standing 
waves of behavior,” role behaviors, etc. Both approaches are here in 
Table 1, but they are far from being integrated into a single field of 
science, 

One final general point should be made regarding the interests re- 
flected in Table 1. Here 132 out of the total (for both years) of 213 
telationships concern either an independent or dependent variable (or 
both) that involves a dyadic rather than a monadic or single-individual 
scheme. At least 60 per cent of the sample, therefore, is “social” in this 
Sense (61 per cent for 1952, 63 for 1960). A number of the other 
Studies in the upper left corner of Table 1 (independent-variable columns 
! to 10, and dependent-variable rows 1 to 7) would be found to have 
a distinctly social flavor also if they were further analyzed. This is sharply 
different from the informal results we obtained in reading a sample of 
More purely “experimental” psychological papers, where all the studies 
Would have fallen into the upper left corner of Table 1. Relative to 
Experimental psychology, then, social psychology is the study of the dyad. 
It deals with matters relevant to two subjects at a time rather than the 
‘ingle subject matters of the more limited field. 
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But, on second thought, is this one- versus two-subject characteriza- 
tion adequate? It seems illuminating to consider the matter in a slightly 
different manner. Although experimentalists use a single-person model 
in their own thinking, and social psychologists a dyad, an additional 
person is necessary in each case. In all monadic experiments there is an 
experimenter who has a sex, a language, and a personality and who 
presents stimuli, rewards and punishes, says “right” or “wrong,” etc, 
So also in social psychology when experiments involve two subjects. 

This view leads us to suggest that whereas traditional psychology 
proper is at least a dyadic activity which uses a monadic model, social 
psychology tends to be at least a triadic activity which uses a dyadic image, 

This leads to an important distinction between experimental social 
psychology and nonexperimental or observational social psychology. 
When two subjects are involved in an experiment, the experimenter 
systematically varies the rewards, sanctions, information sent or re- 
ceived, etc. When two subjects are being studied through observational 
or sampling designs, there may be none of this systematic variation by 
the experimenter; he may leave this to society or culture. Society be- 
comes, in a sense, the third person, replacing the active experimenter, 
who becomes an observer or recorder. Society may be called the “norm” 
which operates between the two subjects, the “role structure and 
sanctions involved in the interaction,” or the “common,” “shared,” or 
“legitimately expected” factors controlling the behavior of one or both 
subjects. Thus, the observational (or at least nonexperimental ) approach 
to social psychology requires an analysis of these complex and opera- 
tionally difficult matters. Perhaps the relevance or usefulness of an ex- 
perimental social psychology will be evaluated in terms of the goodness 
of fit between the experimenter’s manipulations to society’s manipulations. 
Perhaps the real complexity of observational social psychology lies in the 
fact that there are four kinds of people, rather than three, playing the 
game: the two subjects (mother-child in relation to one another) being 
played upon by changing cultural fashion or social norms, plus the noise- 
ridden observer himself. 

Although the boundaries are wavering and slippery, we can sum- 
marize our main findings in this way. Social psychology appears to be an 
explicitly dyadic activity which is implicitly at least triadic. It is bounded 
on one side by psychology proper, which is explicitly monadic (but im- 
plicitly dyadic), On the other side, it is bounded by the “broader” 
approaches of social science which are implied by the explicit dyadic 
scheme, but which are conceptualized in ways that require much more 
complicated models than any simple dyad. Finally, it appears that 
social psychology cannot escape many of the implications and findings 
of both of these bordering areas. Social psychology may also affect both 
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of these bordering (and really overlapping) areas. In the long run, it 
may affect traditional psychology by engulfing it in an explicit render- 
ing of the implicit dyadic general case. It may affect broader social 
science by assisting in the operationalizing of complex concepts, by dis- 
covering psychological sources of variance in the independent (or de- 
pendent) variables of these other sciences, or by dramatizing certain 
phenomena of common interest by placing prototypes of these phenomena 
under actual experimental control. 


A COMPARISON OF THE EXPLANATORY CONCEPTS USED BY 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGISTS AND BY EXPERIMENTAL PSYCHOLOGISTS 


Table 1 includes only the distribution of variables which social psy- 
chologists attempted to measure directly during 1952 and 1960. This 
leaves out an important dimension of the interests of the writers of these 
papers, the dimension of explanatory variables and mechanisms which, 
though not often directly measured, are very often invoked (along with 
some attendant evidence for the inference) to explain the “measured” 
relationships of Table 1. This third dimension might have been included 
in Table 1, but only at the cost of making it even more complicated 
by the use of symbols or color codes. Therefore we have left the matter 
for separate treatment. In this section we will outline the changing 
habits of explanation of social psychologists and compare them to the 
similar habits of writers in experimental psychology. In the next section 
we will attempt to evaluate the attendant evidence which provides the 
ground for these inferences of causal power or efficacy as a source of 
variance given to the subjects under study. 

Most of the explanatory concepts in both areas of psychology are 
functionally similar in being intervening variables or hypothetical con- 
structs, The organism (or person) under study is usually seen as operat- 
ing to mediate or “help” to determine the relationships reported. 
> We have not attempted to decide the theoretical status of these 
inferred—or sometimes fairly directly measured—O sources, since this 
would be a task requiring much more information than the usual paper 
Provides, We would have to inquire as to the writers’ broader intentions 
to discover whether they saw the particular O source as relevant to a 
broader array of relationships than those discussed in their publications 
of 1952. We would also have to quiz them as to their assumptions of 
the power of the explanatory concept in linking other realms of data. 
Otherwise we would be making judgments in a partial vacuum. The 
usual research reports leave too many questions of this semipersonal 
nature unanswered. 

Our categories of classification are therefore again drawn from Fig. 
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1. The numbers down the left column of Table 3 represent the cor- 
responding numbers in Fig. 1. The categories correspond to those defined 
when Fig. 1 was explained earlier, We have found it possible and 
valuable to make use of the distinction between using an O source as an 
implicit response and as an implicit stimulus. We have also found it 
necessary to add another category in each case to find a place for cases 
where O sources are “used” in both ways. For example, a perceptual 
structuring mechanism may be invoked as something aroused by a 
stimulus change. Therefore, in itself it functions as a response and would 
be so categorized in Table 3. It may also be invoked as something which 
functions to arouse an affect, in which case we have categorized it as an 
implicit stimulus. It may be used in both these senses at once, in which 
case it was a very busy mechanism indeed and was placed in the relevant 
category, “Both 1 and 2,” in Table 3. Sometimes considerable judgment 
is needed to make these distinctions, since they are not always formally 
made. Our main rule in such cases was to categorize the use of the ex- 
planatory concept only as it appeared in the study under analysis, even 
though we knew in some cases that the author would probably use the 
term in a more or less “busy” sense in other papers. This is another case 
of our attempt to avoid making judgments about theoretical matters 
which went beyond the data at hand, 

The first two right-hand columns of Table 3 provide the distribution 
of the frequency and proportion of explanatory concepts used by social 
psychologists in each of the categories in 1952. The next two present 
the corresponding distribution from the experimental literature. The final 
two columns provide comparable social-psychological usage in 1960. We 
have already described our samples of papers for social psychology. The 
experimental distribution comes from an analysis of all the papers in 
every other issue in the 1952 volume of the Journal of Experimental 
Psychology—a total of 57 papers. Time limits preclude an analysis of 
the distribution of the relationships studied in experimental psychology, 
but the explanatory concepts invoked for the relationships studied were 
rather casily obtained because of the highly formalized and consistent 
presentations found in the experimental journal. 

Tt can be seen from Table 3 that in the 1952 social-psychological 
papers, O sources were used 103 times, an average of 1.66 times per 
paper, and an average of 1.10 per relationship. It is interesting to note 
that 87 explanatory usages emerge from the 57 experimental papers 
studied, an average of 1.53 per paper. This is a surprisingly similar ratio 
per paper. Even though this may be affected by length of paper, amount 
of data per paper, level of inference attempted, complexity of inference, 
etc., the over-all picture does not appear to provide any clear evidence that 
social psychologists are less parsimonious in their use of explanatory 
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TABLE 3. CLASSIFICATION OF O-souRcE EXPLANATIONS USED BY SOCIAL AND 
EXPERIMENTAL PsycHoLocisıs (1952) As COMPARED TO SOCIAL 
PsycnoLocısts (1960) 


1982, Social | 7, Bat ral | 7960, Social 
a Classification $ = z 
er er er 
Nei cent No: cent No; cent 
Unknown... Shiri. Se 1 1203)" 50) 0 1 1.0 
4a | Symbolic mediational processes as 
implicit responses............. 3 2: Yale 3.4 2) 2.0 
4b | Symbolic mediation processes as 
implicit stimulus.............. 3 ZI Ap. 1.2 4 ER) 
4c | Both 1, 2 11 | 10.7 5284, 19210 dent 
5a | Affectional mediation processes as 
implicit response 2 1,20 0 1 1.0 
56 | Affectional mediation processes as 
implicit stimulus 2 19 30! 0 1 1.0 
be) Both 354... .hy 00. 1122107 3: 3.4| 10 9.8 
6a | Motive states as implicit response 4 | 3.91 0 0 1 1.0 
6b | Motive states as implicit stimulus. 3 249) 1 142 5 4.9 
6e | Both 5, 6 DARN N) 9| 8.8 
7 Other states and combinations: 
ELEI RARER TT ooo a pA E A 0) 0 7| 6.9 
Attitudes and values (1,2,3,4, 
perhaps also 5 and 6)........ TI” Sl TO 0 Kia eee 8) 
Mechanisms and processes 
(Freudian). a ES 11 | 10.7) 0 0 LB S27, 
Mental illnesses......... 6 5.8] 0 0 3 2.9 
Skills (including empathic) 1217 21.0120. 0 2| 2.0 
Hypnotized state 2 1:9: 0 0 1 1.0 
Instinets ze] AOO, 0,0 1} 1.0 
Intelligence or other abilities...) 3 | 2.9] 1 1.2) 2.) 72:0 
General behavior and physio- 
logical processes (or model 
ES ER Date 5 | 4.9] 70 | 80.0) 18] 17.6 
Selective memory mechanism..| 2| 1.9] 0 | 0 0j 0 
Personality structure (Levinian, 
ete). saini ee eae 1 1.0] 0 0 1 1.0 
Group or interpersonal processes 
learning, thinking, culture. 
aay ER A, letaeıln 2191] 920 hy: 2.9 
Menstruation oj 0 SM! Ty 21.0 
Total.... 103 |100 87 |100 102 |100 


$ Category numbers drawn from Fig. 1. 


210 WILLIAM W. LAMBERT 


concepts than experimentalists. In fact, for the 1960 social psychology 
distribution (far right of Table 3) the invocations per paper remain 
at a ratio of 1.67, but the ratio per relationship has dropped to .86, 
possibly a sign of increasing conceptual rigor in the field over the eight- 
year period, 

This extreme dispersion of theoretical interest that can be seen to 
characterize the social-psychological literature is in marked contrast with 
the distribution for the experimental journal. In the latter, 80 per cent 
of all the inferences fall into our category “General behavior and physi- 
ological processes (or model operators).” Only a scattering of perception 
papers—10.4 per cent in categories 4a, 4b, and 4c—and a few studies of 
affectional processes such as fear or anxiety provide any overlap with the 
social literature. It is almost humorous to note that, with all this dif- 
ference in distribution, there is an almost equal use of group-thinking 
or cultural processes as explanatory mechanisms in the two samples for 
1952. 

At least two implications of general import may be made from these 
distributions of theoretical interests, First, even though social psychologists 
share empirical interests with sociologists and anthropologists, they do 
not share theoretical interests, In only 2.9 per cent of the cases for both 
years are nonindividual entities used as explanatory devices. The “group 
mind” has been generally ruled out in this sample of studies. There can 
be little wonder that sociologists and other social scientists feel that 
microsociology will be little served by such theory as social psychologists 
use, and that they must develop their own, a sociological social psy- 
chology which shares sociology’s habits of explanation. We have argued 
above that there is real overlap in interests between social psychologists 
and sociologists, but it is apparent that a rapprochement is to be found 
mainly at the operational measurement level, and not at the theoretical. 
Our sample of social psychology literature probably dramatizes this dif- 
ference in a somewhat unreliable manner, In any case, the moral is 
clear; social psychologists remain psychologists in their theory, by and 
large, and relate to others mainly through sharing dependent and in- 
dependent variables with them. 

This may be due to the fact that theories, like child training practices 
(and this is more than an analogy) change more slowly than other 
aspects of the culture of a science. It may also mean that, in the in- 
tellectual conflicts between broader social sciences and this presumably 
interstitial area of social psychology, we are experiencing the stress that 
occurs just before peace is restored. Surely, as empirical interests con- 
tinue to overlap more and more, theoretical ones cannot lag forever. 
Certainly, since 1952 and before, attempts at theoretical integration have 
been made. If we take our present evidence seriously, however, we had 
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best evade integration for a while and accept the more realistic aim of 
intertranslation through the use of shared independent and dependent 
variables and press for increased commonality of method and fact in 
interdisciplinary courses rather than for theoretical integration. Perhaps 
it is as hard to give up a theory as to give up a bond of identification 
with a favored parent. If so, we must learn to ignore our parents a bit 
when trying to make or keep new friends. 

The second implication of Table 3 concerns the relationship of social 
psychologists’ habits of explanation to those of the 1952 experi- 
mentalists. The total overlap of interest is only, at maximum, 25 per 
cent with the classification used here. As we will see below, this is some- 
What an overstatement, but it is still a rather large and important fact. 
Social psychologists’ habits of explanation are, though diverse in them- 
selves, almost as different from those of experimental psychologists as 
they are from those of sociologists. Therefore, social psychology cannot 
be viewed as more specialized than the other or as an applied field in 
relation to experimental psychology, except to some extent in method 
(which we will discuss below). It ranges more widely in its independent, 
dependent, and intervening variables, and, despite overlap with ex- 
perimental psychology, it does not see the relationships studied as special 
cases of the general processes studied by experimentalists. The moral 
here is the same as in the case of the relationship to sociology—the over- 
lap of interest is greatest in the realms of what is measured. The extreme 
divergence in theoretical habits may also stem from the historical fact 
of different sources of personal identification. 

There is a great deal of similarity in the distributions for the two 
years of social-psychological literature. It appears, then, that our con- 
ceptual scheme has reflected considerable stability in the “intervening” 
Variables as well as the independent and dependent variables, despite the 
rather wild fluctuation in the actual relationships under study. There is 
some interesting change over the eight years, however. Note that the 
Proportion of usages of motive states as both stimulus and response ( 6c) 
almost doubles in the 1960 sample. This reflects the interest in a little 
matter called “need achievement” and a stimulating notion known as 
“cognitive dissonance,” which was merely a little cloud on the horizon 
when the present writer began this analysis a few years ago. 

? It is interesting to note two other major changes and a couple of 
Minor ones over the eight-year span. The use of traits as explanatory 
entities dropped from 16.5 to a mere 6.9 per cent in this period, despite 
the fact that they retained pretty much their interest as independent and 
dependent variables (see Table 1). The other large shift in Table 3 is 
Mm general behavior and physiological processes, which grew in usage from 
#9 to 17.6 per cent over the near-decade. Perhaps (and this is the 
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pendent. Perhaps there has been some improvement in social-psycho- 
logical measurement ermitting analysis to peel away at man somewhat 
gl ‚pP S y: P y 


intervening matters), and mental illnesses, though still studied, are not 
studied as intervening matters. In short, the abstraction ladder is being 
ascended as measurement improves. We can only hope that “generality” 


Having commented on the differences in interest between social 
psychologists and other students of man, let us comment on the similar- 


by social psychologists—a problem such as how values are developed or 
internalized in the individual, or what classes of personality dimensions 


fashion. We have already noted their heavy interest in personality. They 
are unquestionably also deeply interested in the problem of motivation— 
though not necessarily in the way that any particular sociologist might 
desire. A general interest in the affectional and motivational side of the 
human being pervades the social-psychological literature. The trait 
names used, the affective component in attitudes and values, the mo- 
tivational overtone in all Freudian mechanisms, and the affectional com- 
ponent in most diagnoses of mental illness—all can be viewed as dealing 
with motivation in the broad sense usually intended by sociologists and 
anthropologists. Viewed in this way, 73 per cent of all the explanatory 
attempts by social psychologists in 1952 are motivational. A similar 
collapsing of categories ( including that of some of the general behavior 
processes) shows only 28 per cent of such invocations by experimentalists, 
pointing up a division of labor in psychology itself. With such an emphasis 
on motivation and personality, social psychology provides a service for 
other social scientists; in doing so, it retains the heavy motivational stamp 
placed upon it by such important theorists as Freud, Allport, Tolman, 
Miller, Dollard, Festinger, McClelland, and, above all, by McDougall. 
With regard to the last, however, it should be pointed out that Mç- 
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Dougall’s category “Instincts” is, as such, completely empty for 1952 in 
Table 3, but has crept shyly. back by 1960. 

The most surprising fact in Table 3 is that 80 per cent of all the 
O-source inferences made by experimentalists fell into the category “Gen- 
eral behavior and psychological processes.” This class deseryes a more 
refined breakdown, and this is presented in Table 4. The two most frequent 
subcategories in the table serve to highlight the criteria used in defining 
the total category. Nearly one-third of the total of the table are included 
in “Inhibition (including fatigue)” and “Generalization mechanism or 
gradients,” two of the relatively refined and central mechanisms or 
processes of general behavior theory, particularly in the theoretical 
language of Hull. 


TABLE 4. CLASSIFICATION OF INTERVENING GENERAL BEHAVIOR PROCESSES 
INVOKED BY EXPERIMENTALISTS 


Number of 

General behavior processes invoked invocations 
“Learning” (usually “bonds” implied) sy Mev RCM Mee A RATE ea sia te 5 
“Latent learning”. . 1 
Inhibition (including fatigue). ‚12 
Drive—primary, eee E 2 


Drive -secondary (including “learned cathexes”). 
Habit strength (including S-R association or bond)... .. +414111411111: 
Expectancy, anticipation, a a E ETA s aaa 
ralization mechanism or gradients....... 66.60.0000 0005 
Discrimination mechanism... .....0.00se000seeeueeveeveves 
Response-produced phenomena. . 
Change in muscle Strength. eens 
Extinction mechanism.....,...... +++ 
Goodness of form... ... 
Reinforcement mechanism—primary, . 
Reinforcement mechanism—secondary (including knowledge of results). . . 
Subjective standards (including scales, adaptation level, CIO bathers state Sint 
Memory (perceptual or other). <.. «sasas nenea se See aes 
Peripheral mechanisms. ... . . 
Threshold phenomena. . 
Spontaneous recovery. . 
Differential pacing....... 
Goal gradient 
Attention 


RR REN NEmMUnbE ee uUNnoONuUA 


The remainder of the list reads like a thorough list of Hull's theo- 
retical constructs, with a scattering of gestalt, Guthrian, and Tolman- 
like terms, It gives, in fact, a fairly reasonable picture of what on other 
grounds seemed to be going on in experimental psychology in 1952. 
This makes all the more clear the difference in habits of inference be- 
tween the writers in the two journals, 
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One might think that rapprochement between these two areas of 
psychological science might be gained by viewing these general behavior 
processes as genuinely and more objectively general than the mechanisms 
and traits invoked by social psychologists. Such might be the argument 
of some serious students of the experimental or physiological branches 
of psychology, suggesting hopefully that the very generality of such mech- 
anisms as expectancies, habit strengths, discrimination mechanisms, re- 
sponse-produced phenomena, or goodness of form, or even cell assemblies 
will assure their eventual triumph in the free competition of theoretical 
subject-variance constructs. This may be true, and there is some evidence 
in the 1960 data that there may be such a trend, but the interpretation 
here depends in part upon the degree of generality that is stated or as- 
sumed by the writers of the social-psychological papers under review. In 
Table 5 we have categorized the social psychology papers in terms of the 


Taste 5, GENERALITY LEVEL AMED AT BY 1952 SocıaL PsycHoLoGy PAPERS, 
IN PER CENT 


generality level stated or assumed. Seventy-one per cent of the papers 
fall into the class where the organism source of variance and also the 
relationship reported is at least assumed to be part of “General theory, 
probably valid across cultures.” 

This means to us that there is extreme resistance to viewing the 
varied theoretical interests of social psychologists as any more limited 
or applied or theoretically unimportant than those of any other branch 
of pure, generalizing science. We Suggest that this resistance should be 
faced and accepted as a matter of fact. If one argues that threshold 
phenomena, generalization gradients and reinforcement mechanisms are 
in various senses operating in all behavior everywhere, the answer will 
be “Yes, but everyone has a Superego, everyone has some aggressive tend- 
encies, and sociogenic motives or social norms and values are also 
ubiquitous.” If it is then said that a superego and a social norm and ag- 
gressive motives are extremely complex and unanalyzed entities over 
which it is extremely difficult to obtain experimental control or concep- 
tual clarity, then the reply is likely to be “Yes, but there are other means 
of control and other designs for studies. Furthermore, discrimination 
mechanisms look just as complicated and conceptually murky from an- 
other point of view.” 

Interestingly, in such an argument experimental and social psychol- 
ogists share an important assumption with which other behavioral scien- 
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tists often disagree. It is that generality of theory can be discovered by 
a general hypotheticodeductive method, based on a limited induction. 
The present writer believes that psychologists, among behavior scientists, 
stand somewhat apart in this tendency toward generality in descriptive 
and theoretical language. Right or wrong, sociologists are happy to be 
able to describe or explain one class or society at a time. To many econ- 
omists, a clear theory of Norwegian economy as a partly unique histor- 
ical product is general enough. Anthropologists amass immense arrays 
of descriptive fact for just the Navaho Indians, hoping to see the general 
parameters of cultural systems emerge from this and many other case 
studies, Psychologists, however, study the behavior of organisms, the 
personality of man (and woman), or, flatly, small-group processes. 
The dogged and hopeful pursuit of insights that arise from induction 
sometimes runs head on into an equally dogged pursuit, the aim of which 
is the systematic probing of the implications of general theory. The meet- 
ing may be stormy, particularly if the “inductive” groups are really har- 
boring notions of implicit but eventually general theory around which 
the search is organized. 


THE EMPIRICAL STATUS OF ORGANISM INFERENCES IN SOCIAL 
PSYCHOLOGY 


In the section above we have outlined the kinds of causal factors 

Social psychologists see as operating in the subjects they study, and have 
compared the distribution of these causal organism factors with those 
used by some experimental psychologists. Such an analysis leaves out, as 
we have noted above, the logical status of such factors, that is, whether 
they have been introduced post hoc, whether they are conceived as having 
implications for other realms of data, whether or not they are conceived 
as having an independent status in some other realm than that of behav- 
lor, such as in a physiological scheme, a phenomenological or intro- 
Spective scheme, or in some particular scheme of mathematical operators. 
We do not feel that the lack of analysis along these dimensions can be 
remedied, for reasons stated above. We simply do not know enough about 
the intentions of the writers of the papers in our sample. . 
_ We can, however, provide an analogous kind of analysis in the empir- 
ical realm. Here the focus is on empirical elegance or lack of it rather 
than on logical elegance. The notion of empirical elegance is a matter 
of considerable complexity, and it is also a frankly evaluative notion in 
large part. We must, therefore, make clear the dimensions of evaluation 
Which underlie the categories which will be employed. 

Briefly, we feel that the more there is empirical control over the 
Source of variance in the organism, the less there is chance of error in 


216 WILLIAM W. LAMBERT 


designating the source as in the subject at all, and the less the error in 
naming the source, at least for the data immediately reported. Further, 
the more independent bases that can be presented as foundations for the 
inference, the less the chance of error. That is, the same thing is better 
seen from several vantage points than from one. Finally, the more that 
the name given to the inferred state or process has been validated, the less 
the chance of error. In this case we use the term validated to refer to 
checks on the further implications that arise because of the particular 
terms used to name the source, whether these are formal implications 
or implications arising from consideration of everyday usage of the name 
given to the source. 

For example, let us consider the inference to intelligence as a causal 
organism source of variance. Most inferences would be less inelegant 
if the reporter had shown that the intelligence of subjects could be varied, 
or at least—though this is less impressive—if he could predict such 
variation from antecedent factors (either genetic or experiential) or 
from variation of statable stimulus factors (including motivational or 
other states). Further, an inference to intelligence as causal is more 
reliable if more than one source of the inference is used, One intelligence 
test is probably as good as two or three, since they are often validated 
in terms of one another, but independent validation in terms of protocols 
derived from direct observation of everyday problem solving would 
provide a further valuable basis for inference. This dimension of number 
of inference bases interacts with the first dimension of displayed control 
of variation. That is, variation in intelligence indexed in two independent 
ways provides a sounder inference than the same variation measured in 
only one way (unless, of course, the intent of the researcher is to 
generalize within only one measurement method), Finally, if “intel- 
ligence” is intended as referring to the everyday use of the term, then 
validation of the implications of the term in different situations would 
clearly make the inference more elegant empirically, 

To many social scientists, one of the main dimensions of the empirical 
Status of a study is the adequacy of the sampling. We do not consider 
this in our present analysis because we view sampling as a secondary 
criterion of vital practical import rather than serious analytic import. In 
addition, social psychologists do little more than report what sampling, 
if any, was done, and often have to guess what the population really 
was. Most studies report measurement methods and relationships which 
should apply to clearly statable populations, but the actual application is 
rarely achieved. These statements apply, of course, only to the basis of 
organism inferences—not to the empirical status of the relational 
propositions reported in the studies. There sampling often becomes 
crucial theoretically as well as practically. 
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The dimensions along which we chose to judge the empirical status of 
the major organism inferences in each of the papers are built into the 11 
categories of Table 6, These categories grew out of an originally more 
a priori analytic set. They form a rough qualitative scale, the first 
representing less elegance, the eleventh representing high elegance: a rare 
kind of study in any branch of psychology. In category 11 there is a 
combination of high control over the variance source with more or less 
continuous independent indexing from at least one reference point other 


TABLE 6. STATUS or INFERENCE OF THE MAJOR SOURCE OF VARIANCE IN THE 
Inpivipvuats Srupiep BY Socıar PsycHoLocists ın 1952 anb 1960 


Number of papers 
Inference of sources of variance 
1952 | 1960 

1. Merely named, or assumed, or some face validity in items is 
plained . . .. . . una wis aise eee ae ae ene aa 3 0 

Named and cross-tabulated with items of similar form, meas- 
ured same time (some theory). .......s.enessesrerenensere 9 1 
. Named, clinical judgment involved in the independent index. 4 1 
. Named and independently indexed (not clinically). ......... 3 7 
. Validation study—no other independent variables. . m 8 1 
» Named, index (independently or not) “validated”...... | ed 3: 16 

+ Named, subject “changed” using statistical controls (not inde- 
pendently indexed). ...-...0 cue vals yey es dle Maem ee ae 2 8 

. Named, subject “changed,” using self as control (not inde- 
pendently indexed) ... 1173.20 Kanaren Nee 13 10 

+ Named, subject “changed” with regard to intervening variable, 
independently indexed. u... s/ssacs an Sebi ee 2 15 

. Named, consequently validated, antecedently “anchored,” 
With help of theory.. sereo eoem ae aa e ae aan 2 1 

Named, manipulated through antecedents, independently in- 

dexed (or could be assumed on basis of previously discovered 
@mpirical laws), . 0.4 sais odiei eas ead 2 o 

Unclear or unknown, ET EA AE 

Totall a E E 61 61 


The first and least empirically elegant category contains papers where 
subject is seen as partially causal in some sense and where this causal 
factor is “merely named, or assumed, or some face validity in question- 
Maire items is claimed.” The studies in this class can be exemplified by 
An intriguing relationship which is shown between the social-class position 
ta and the time covered from start to final action in Beta’s 
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thematic-apperception-test stories. Middle-class children’s stories cover 
more time than do those of lower-class children. This relationship is 
viewed as due to differences in the children at the time of measurement. 
This source of difference is viewed as an aspect of superego, resulting 
from differential child training practices (not measured). The dimension 
of superego is not independently measured, but this is merely assumed 
as operative. Its empirical status in this single study is, however, not 
elegant. 

The second category included studies where the source of variance in 
the subject is given a name on the basis of an item in a questionnaire or 
test and where a weak form of check on the naming of the item is made 
by cross-tabulating it with other similar items, the responses to which 
were recorded at the same time. In these studies the validation is open 
to criticism concerning response sets and other sources of bias, and the 
accuracy of the name given to the source in the subject has a large 
latitude for error. We can exemplify this group of papers by one in which 
an interesting empirical relationship is reported, showing a difference 
between the contents of the reported daydreams of men and the contents 
of the daydreams of women. The source of this difference in content is 
viewed as a difference by sex in “demand strengths,” which the day- 
dreams are seen as reflecting. Unfortunately, some of the operations in- 
volved in this study were left out in favor of the theoretical analysis 
of Freud’s theory of dreams, but it is implied that an independent 
demonstration of these differential demand strengths was or could be 
made, showing, for example, that the women had higher demand 
strengths for personal attractiveness, whereas the men had higher de- 
mand strengths for vocational achievements. We presume that this was 
done by means of a questionnaire—an operation very similar to that 
used in obtaining the data from the daydreams. 

The third category is very similar to the fourth, and, in fact, is merely 
a special group of studies where an attempt is made to provide an in- 
dependent index of the subject source of variance by the use of clinical 
or other “expert” judges of one kind or another. In one study, for ex- 
ample, the different levels of anxiety of subjects were studied in their 
relation to the speed of conditioning and extinction of the galvanic skin 
response. Independent measures of the anxiety level were attempted 
with tests and also by the use of complicated clinical ratings. We separate 
out these attempts at independent indexing because they rest in part 
upon the often reliable but problematic use of expert judgments where 
the cues used by the experts are often difficult to explicate. They are a 
less clear, and therefore possibly less elegant, basis for inferring the 
organism source of variance. 

The fourth category includes cases where the source of variance in the 
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subjects is named and where a clear attempt at an independent index 
based on something other than clinical judgment is reported. A clear 
example of this is a study where the prejudice of restaurant owners was 
studied by first asking them by letter whether they would serve a Negro 
customer, then by a telephone call, and finally by facing the proprietor 
with an actual Negro customer. However else this study may be in- 
terpreted, it at least shows a strong attempt to get independent measures 
of the prejudice or discriminatory tendencies of the proprietors. The fact 
that each step showed less discrimination on the part of the proprietors is 
our reason for considering this matter of the number of bases for in- 
ference as important. The differences in the prejudice found provide a 
basis for limiting in a useful way the generality of any given measure- 
ment base and also give an inductive basis for trying to theorize about the 
complex matter of situation as an independent variable. 

Our fifth category is placed near the middle of the scale because it is 
a special category of study altogether. It includes studies which have 
validation of subject-source measures as their main purpose, and, in 
fact, these studies rarely include any attempt to display any empirical 
relationship other than that between the two measures of the “same” 
thing. They are first steps in the direction of studying the conditions for 
the occurrence of the named sources. For example, in one study a major 
aspect involved an attempt to validate a test which is supposed to measure 
the typical direction in which a child tends to display aggression, ¢.g., 
toward others as compared to toward himself. The assumption is made 
that problem children (who are in a guidance clinic) are more frustrated 
than nonproblem children and are therefore more prone to aggress 
outwardly. It is shown that, according to the test, there is in fact a 
higher frequency of what is called “‘extropunitive” aggression in the case 
of problem children. Scores on the test and the “problem versus non- 
problem” status of children help in making the inference of the direction 
tendencies more intelligible. This kind of validation—conceptual valida- 
tion—leans heavily on theory or on other facts (such as the greater 
frustrations that might be shown in the case of problem children) in 
order to make the interpretation reasonable. This class also includes other 
validation attempts that are more direct. 

The sixth category includes studies where measures of sources of 
organism variance are used where some previous validation work is 
referred to—studies for which those in category 5 are, so to speak, pre- 
ludes, These studies usually involve more complex designs than those in 
category 5, attempting to show some substantive relationship with the 
Measure which has been validated. Since some category 5 studies also 
attempt to show substantive relationships, while at the same time provide 
Validation for the measure, it was a matter of judging the degree to 
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which the substantive relationship was being used for validating the 
organism-source inference that kept the study in category 5 instead of 
category 6. Examples of category 6 studies include a number where some 
trait or attitude is measured, using a more or less standardized test which 
has been to some degree validated on populations similar to those studied 
in the present research report. 

In all of the studies in categories 1 to 6 there is no attempt made to 
change the inferred state of the subjects, but merely to measure such 
states in one or more ways. Beginning with category 7, we find in- 
ereasing emphasis on statistical or other changes in these states which 
function to provide further checks on the inference itself. 

In category 7 fall a few studies in which the source of variance 
in Beta was named and where it was changed through the use of 
statistical controls. In these studies, however, there was no attempt at 
independent indexing of the named organism source. In one case, for ex- 
ample, the empirical relationship is that between the time it takes Beta 
to make a choice under various audience conditions, such as an audience 
present and seen, present and not seen, not present. The inference is to 
the action of “restraining forces” working in Beta to differing degrees 
depending upon the audience conditions. The same Beta is not studied 
under all of the varying conditions, but the statistical design was arranged 
to make up for this lack as much as possible, There is an attempt, then, 
to so change the audience conditions that, according to the fairly ex- 
plicit theory used, the restraining forces in the subjects would vary so as 
to achieve predictable changes in the time required to make decisions. 

Category 8 encompasses the more empirically elegant studies where 
the attempt to change the named states of the subjects is done “actually” 
with the same Betas rather than through the use of statistical controls, 
but, unfortunately, with no attempt at any independent measure of the 
state of the subject. An example may clarify this state of affairs regarding 
the organism source of variance. In one careful experiment an inference 
is made to an “opinion” state of the subjects as mediating answers on a 
questionnaire. A second measure of the state is taken on the same subjects 
after they have been given experimental treatments, such as being made 
suspicious of a speaker who attempts to change the opinion state. Pre- 
dictions are made, and upheld, of the degree of change in the opinion 
state as a function of these other (independent) factors. Despite the 
fact that this control over the inferred opinion state is more elegant than 
other forms, it is less elegant than some because no attempt is made to 
independently index either the opinion state or the suspicion state. 
Several items on a questionnaire were used in evaluating the opinion 
state, but since they were all answered at one time, these several measures 
can hardly be viewed as being very independent from one another. The 
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measurement of the controlled change in the opinion state is by no means 
ideal, of course, since it is only intermittently measured rather than 
continuously. 

In category 9 fall two studies in which the source of variance in the 
subject is not only named and the subject changed in this regard, but in 
which there is also an attempt at independent indexing of the changing 
state. This relatively elegant empirical state of affairs occurs, for example, 
in a study in which a Beta’s initial hostility toward an Alpha is indexed; 
it is then increased through having Alpha insult Beta, then is further 
controlled by way of either permitting or not permitting Beta to retaliate 
to the insult. Two measures of the aggression state of Beta were used, a 
more or less continuous measure derived from the aggressive content of 
freely written communications from Beta to Alpha, and a subsequent 
measure by asking Beta whether he would like to continue writing such 
communications. The Betas who were permitted to retaliate to the insult 
were happy to quit, whereas those who were not given an opportunity 
to retaliate desired to continue sending messages. This more or less in- 
dependent index of Beta’s anger state helps clarify the basic inference 
from the continuous measures. 

Category 10 includes two studies which, though not involving control 
of the inferred source of variance in the Betas, achieve considerable 
empirical elegance by the use of validated tests to infer the state on the 
consequent side, and also anchor the inference by a use of theory and 
certain objective facts on the antecedent side. Despite the lack of direct 
control on the state, the total picture that emerges of the conditions 
for the development of the state and its exemplification in many ways 
is quite elegant. In one study the trait of leadership is invoked to cx- 
plain the behavior of some college women. On the consequent side it is 
inferred from a wide array of tests in addition to the fact of holding 
elected office in a college group. Those women who were high on this 
trait, as compared to those who were low, were then studied to discover 
the family position of the girls which would lead to a high condition of 
this state, The preponderance of younger siblings being present in the 
family of the high-leadership girls and the presence of more brothers are 
interpreted as providing the conditions for development of the trait. It 
is the convergence of a number of bases of inference of different kinds, 
plus the coherence of the findings theoretically, that gives this study 
mpirical elegance. . 

In category 11, we return to the control criterion, but add the 
Criterion of manipulation of the state of the subject through antecedents, 
i.e., from the state’s theoretical inception. The distinction here is difficult, 
but these studies provide a more clear basis for the inference because 
they do not start with a pretest measure of an already developed state 
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(as in categories 8 and 9) but use a pretest measure where, in a theo- 
retically important sense, the state does not exist. It is not particularly 
surprising that the two studies that fall into this class are a classical and 
an operant conditioning study, respectively. The classical conditioning 
study was done using human subjects and will serve as our example. 
In this case the inference is to a state of strength of conditioning in sub- 
jects who had previously never had this state. The pretest shows no 
depression of heart rate to a tone. This depression of heart rate to tone 
is then achieved by pairing the to-be-conditioned tone to the sufficient 
stimulus of shock. Once the “new state” has become theoretically rela- 
tively stable through repeated pairings of tone and shock, then the in- 
dependent factors are used to study their relative effect on speed of 
extinction of the state itself. 

The empirically impressive things here are the presence of a fairly 
continuous independent physiological measure of the inferred state, plus 
the fact that the state is not present until the experimenter begins work. 
In this particular case, no independent index of the state is provided, 
but the empirical and theoretical background of the problem is such 
that a number of such indexes could be referred to in the literature. 

It is interesting to note that the empirical status of even the best 
inference is far from absolute—there is no empirical basis which will 
force a reader to accept the name given to the inferred source. This re- 
turns us to the problems of the broader criteria by which any inference of 
this kind must finally be judged, such as fruitfulness and theoretical 
elegance, which are topics we have not dealt with here. 

It should be emphasized that the kind of evaluation that is made 
in Table 6 is an extremely limited one. There is no implication that the 
papers included in the “better” categories near the bottom of the table 
are the more fruitful or useful to the field of social psychology at the present 
time or in 1952. A study that provides only face validity for an inference 
on a single index with no control at all may, for other reasons not 
judged here, prove by far to be the most important paper. We have 
explicated here some classes which reflect a technical empirical type of 
elegance, giving a distribution of the studies being analyzed with regard 
to these limited aspects of the status of control over an important class 
of variables. We have already shown that social psychologists have other 
interests besides making elegant measures of “intervening” states—they 
are exploring a wide range of other classes of relationships as well. To a 
man who is trying to measure the effects of the naturally occurring “role 
sanctions” on overt behavior in small groups, for example, criticism in 
the terms presented in Table 6 might seem somewhat irrelevant and 
carping, because he has many more aims and worries than merely trying 
to be elegant in his organism inferences, 
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A number of general points emerge from considering the distribution 
of the studies as shown in Table 6. One way, for example, of defining an 
experimental psychology is to consider the interest displayed in con- 
trolling the inferred states of the subjects under study. Such an interest 
is clearly reflected in 19 of the 61 papers studied here—roughly one-third. 
As of 1952, then, social psychology cannot by this definition be termed 
a nonexperimental branch of psychology, and by 1960 the proportion 
has risen to 56 per cent. 

The issue of attempts at validating inferences to the subjects as a 
source of variance is an intriguing one. It is interesting to note that of the 
30 per cent of all the 1952 papers that strive for control through change 
of the subject source, only one in category 11 and two in category 9 also 
show attempts to obtain independent indexing—barely 16 per cent. Of 
all the other papers, however, where control through change is not at- 
tempted, 30 out of the 42, or about 70 per cent, show definite attempts 
at independent indexing (all of categories 3, 4, 5, 6, and 10). This leaves 
out of consideration, possibly unfairly, the papers which were placed 
in categories 1 and 2. Certainly the papers in category 2 show some at- 
tempts in this direction, and if we had attempted to evaluate the 
adequacy of the theory by way of which conceptual validation was at- 
tempted, the proportion would rise. 

There appear, then, to be two relatively independent criteria for 
achieving a check on subject inferences—experimental control on the one 
hand, independent indexes on the other. Although obviously involved 
with both of these, the 1952 distribution in Table 6 tends toward the 
latter. This probably reflects the emphasis we have already shown on 
traits and other states as intervening variables. Many social psychologists 
are interested in the states and personality mechanisms that are sug- 
gested by the rich language of everyday discourse. And out of everyday 
thinking grows a criterion that if one individual is described, for ex- 
ample, as more aggressive than another, the designation must be upheld 
by some additional means of proof or it will be considered merely 
“calling names.” P s 

Among the most important things that this essay has to point out is 
that the 1960 distribution is different in this respect. There has been a 
significant shift toward studies which involve control through change; 
there has also been some re-righting of the emphasis by adding in- 
dependent indexes along with, or in addition to, the use of control 
through experimentally induced change. This can be seen particularly in 
Stowth of category 9 from 2 papers in 1952 to 15 (nearly one-fourth 
of the total) in 1960. This may betoken the emergence of a science 
Where the wisdom of the “testers” is integrated with that of the ex- 
Perimenters, 


224 WILLIAM W. LAMBERT 


It is intriguing to consider why those who control the subject states 
through change often feel that they can ignore independence of indexing. 
Perhaps it is because the psychophysical experiment and the operant and 
respondent conditioning experiments happen to be more easily replicable 
and therefore more cumulative, in that one study, done with a single 
index, can gain seeming independence of indexes by referring to past 
studies which obviously apply to the present study as well. If this is the 
assumption, it needs testing. Such an assumption, even if true, also 
raises the problem of representative design, since easy replicability and 
seeming cumulativeness may be purchased at the price of some irrelevance 
as far as “representativeness” is concerned. Only with designs where the 
subject source of variance is studied both with control through variation 
and with independent indexing, plus adequate sampling of actual life 
conditions, can all these worries be dealt with. Perhaps some of the future 
of social psychology lies in developing more of such designs. 

Many studies in both years make an effort to provide evidence for 
an organism inference by attempting to change the thing inferred in a 
short-run experiment. This is all to the good, but it reflects the general 
a-historical methodological bias of the field as a whole. It is cheaper 
and neater to do studies on the entities that can be changed in a short- 
run experiment. Perhaps the growth of category 9 has an added meaning 
in that it shows that people in this field have begun to find a new design 
in which (as in many “need-achievement” studies) the entity inferred 
can be changed to a small degree in short studies, but in which its 
habitual level can be independently measured, and that measure itself 
can be related by other kinds of studies to the long-run (and generally 
unmanipulable) conditions of human or animal development. In this 
way elegant research can be done not only on things where such designs 


are casy, but also on the more intransigeant and possibly powerful well- 
springs of action as well, 


THE OPERATIONAL SKILLS OF SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGISTS 


In describing the field of social psychology we have so far focused 
upon the variables which people in this area have tried to measure, 
manipulate, or control, the conceptual tools they utilize, and the manner 
in which they try to assure themselves that their inferences are reasonable. 
This has left out most of the information on the actual activities through 
which these attempts are made, and we now tum to this aspect. It is 
valuable for teaching new social psychologists as well as for increasing 
our understanding of the problems of the field to see the skills represented 
in the studies of our sample, 

A classification of the skills or operations involved in the 122 studies 
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under analysis is presented in Table 7. This table can be viewed as 
outlining what the ideal social psychologist needs to be able to do, or at 
least understand, in order to read and evaluate the literature in his field 
for a year. 


TABLE 7. CLASSIFICATION OF THE OPERATIONS Usep By SocıaL PsYCHOLOGISTS 
IN SAMPLES OF PAPERS FOR 1952 AND 1960, IN PER CENT 

A. Dealing with physical or cultural stimuli: 
1. Manipulating physical stimulus dimensions or patterns. 
2, Manipulating verbal, pictorial, musical, etc., stimuli. . 
3. Preparing and/or administering questionnaires. ....... 
4. Administering “standardized” tests. .......--.--+-+eseeeeeeeeeneees 

B. Dealing with social stimuli: 


5. “Setting the stage” for social interaction to occur. ........+++ 505s 4: 25 

6. Arranging social situations so as to present tasks to S’s......... sss 30 
C. Dealing with subjects: 

7. Manipulating S’s “set” through verbal or other means. .............. 27 

8. Manipulating success, rewards, punishments for S’s......+--.- 0.00055 18 


D. Dealing with responses or actions: 
9. Collecting verbatim records of interaction. ...... ara 


10, Taking latency, frequency or relearning measures. ...... we 

11. Content analysis of symbolic response materials. . . . 23 

12. Obtaining judgments from experts 15 

13. Obtaining judgments from $’s peers or other “laymen”. . 12 

14. Taking threshold and accuracy measures... .. 66600000 ¢ sees sees cess 19 
E. Dealing with data: 

15, Analyzing responses to tests and questionnaires. .......+.+++++ssss005 73 
F. Dealing with officials: 7 


16. Obtaining information from public or semipublic sources... -+-+ 


We have used 16 empirically derived categories in Table 7. For 
cach category we present the percentage of the papers which report that 
this operational skill was required. To facilitate reading, we have placed 
the categories in certain general groupings. : - 4 

Our first general group refers to operations “dealing with physical 
or cultural stimuli.” The most frequently needed skills in this group 
concern preparing and administering questionnaires. Then come the 
skills involved in administering standardized tests and the manipulation 
of various meaningful stimuli. Over one-third of all the papers call for 
these skills. The lore of the questionnaire is apparently vital to the social psy- 
chologist, as is knowledge of psychological tests. The skills of the sensory 
or perception psychologists in developing and presenting physical a 
are also called for in 17 per cent of the papers, however. The skills 0 
the complete social psychologist run a wide range with regard to stimuli. 

The second general group of skills has to do with the arranging of 
actual social situations. A fourth of the papers call for “setting the stage 
for social interaction to occur”— getting people of different opinions to- 
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gether, or getting two people angry with one another. In addition, 30 
per cent of the papers call for “arranging social situations” so as to 
present tasks to subjects in order to study how they solve the tasks. This 
may involve merely getting a group together and giving its members a 
task, or it may involve the more subtle skills of providing subjects with 
a successful group experience and an unsuccessful one, so that the task 
of judging preference can be studied. 

Interestingly, there is a preponderance of questionnaires which often 
present social situations to subjects symbolically, as compared with 
actual social situations. A questionnaire which asks a subject what he 
would do or has done in a given social situation is certainly prepared with 
less cost and effort than would be required to present the actual social 
situation itself. Whether symbolically presented situations are adequate as 
replacements for actual situations is one of the oldest and most difficult 
methodological problems in social psychology. Its solution may depend 
upon the development of greater skill and assurance in the construction 
and systematic manipulation of actual situations, or in the development 
of better participant-observation techniques for recording what a subject 
does in natural settings. The solution of this conflict between the 
questionnaire approach and the experimental-small-groups approach 
may also depend upon developing explicit theory to help in the trans- 
lation between the one kind of stimulus and the other (a problem on 
which progress can be documented by 1960). 

Under category C, “Dealing with subjects,” we record that 27 per 
cent of the studies involve the manipulation of a subject’s “set” or 
anticipations, and that 18 per cent call for actual manipulations of some 
form of rewards and punishments for the subjects under study. These 
percentages seem to reflect the difficulties of these operations and the 
extremely touchy personal and ethical problems involved in administer- 
ing to volunteer subjects the kinds of rewards and punishments that 
actual life is constantly administering. There appears to be a discrepancy 
between theory and research in these relatively low proportions. 

It may be that the sanctions which teachers (and most researchers in 
this field are teachers) are permitted to manipulate, largely the cognitive 
feedback of “right” or “wrong,” are too weak and unrepresentative of 
the buffetings of real life to be really adequate for the task. This has 
always been a problem in behavior science as well as in medical science, 
and depends in part for its solution on the trust and status given the re- 
searcher by the larger society. Physicians can now systematically give or 
withhold possibly beneficial drugs or palliatives for research purposes. It 
may be a long time before social psychology will be granted equal 
freedoms. Until that time arrives researchers can only fall back upon 
animal studies or become more clever in being present with measure- 
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ment devices when more powerful sanctions are being legitimately used. 
Fraternities still turn some hopefuls down, employers fire workers for 
various reasons, students are asked to leave college, and people are con- 
tinually dying and friends are grieving for them. Fortunately, the more 
positive and happy aspects of these things also occur, and if social psy- 
chologists can learn to be there in an acceptable way, more representative 
measurements will be taken. 

Category D includes six different subcategories that have to do with 
obtaining or measuring responses or actions. It is a bit surprising to note 
that 31 per cent of the papers call for the use of the skills of the laboratory 
learning psychologist in reporting latency, frequency, and relearning 
measures. Skills of the perception laboratory are called for in the 19 per 
cent of the papers that report threshold and accuracy measurements. The 
methods of social science that overlap with methods of work in the 
broader humanities, i.e., the content analysis of symbolic materials, are 
called for in 23 per cent of the papers. The subtle problems of obtaining 
expert or nonexpert judgments, usually involving complex scaling pro- 
cedures, are strongly represented. 

Most surprising of all in this list is the tiny 11 per cent of papers 
which involve the collection of verbatim records of social interaction. 
In terms of what we have said above about the tendency to avoid 
experimental manipulation of sanctions, it is not a positive finding about 
the status of this field that the other two routes available for this kind 
of information, systematic observation and animal study, appear to be 
somewhat avoided in this otherwise extremely diverse field. 

Category E reports that 73 per cent of the papers call for the 
Statistical or quasi-clinical skills involved in analyzing responses to tests 
and questionnaires. Finally, in Category F we note that 7 per cent of the 
papers call for the more characteristically anthropological skills of know- 
ing whom to see and how to deal with public or semipublic sources in 
order to obtain information. 

In summary, certain general statements about this aspect of the 
behavior of social psychologists can be made. First, there is no doubt 
that social psychology, like psychology in general, is a field where people 
collect their own primary data. Compared to fields like economics, which 
rests so heavily on basic facts collected by various public agencies, social 
psychologists must have at their disposal the skills and operations of a 
basic-data-generating science. r 

Second, the range of skills which an ideal social psychologist needs to 
have at his disposal is very wide indeed, covering most of the methods 
and skills of psychology. We have pointed out that the conceptualizing 
habits of social psychologists are broad. We have also pointed out that 
the range of variables studied and of relationships attempted is not only 
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distinctive from other related areas, but so broad as to include in one way 
or another many of the variables and relationships of those fields. Young 
social psychologists are, in a sense, the general psychologists of the present 
generation. Their training must be more broad and inclusive than that 
of the usual specialists of psychology, sociology, or anthropology—survey 
expert, expert interviewer, expert in liaison with informants, learning ex- 
perimenter, test psychologist, perception or sensory psychologist, or 
personality psychologist. Aspects of the skills of all these specialists are 
represented in Table 7, 

We do not mean that social psychology does not have areas of 
specialization—it does. People specialize in socialization, opinion change, 
small groups, social learning, social perception, social motivation, culture 
and personality, communication, etc., as well as in design of studies and 
in aspects of the sometimes complicated statistics called for in this field, 
But as a general field, or as a field where adequate training must be pro- 
vided, social psychology is characterized by heterogeneity of variables, 
methods, and techniques. The specializations in technique overlap and 
shift, and careers are rarely concentrated on one problem and tied to 
one operational class. There seems to be too much to be explored, and 
the more facile one is methodologically and conceptually, the better he 
may be prepared to follow up a lead in the various ways necessary to 
provide the converging and various avenues of proof necessary in be- 
havior science, 


THE SETTINGS STUDIED BY SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGISTS 


There is much talk among social psychologists about trying to obtain 
behavior measures in real life situations where the subjects can behave 
Spontaneously and naturally, For some social Scientists, this becomes an 
extremely strong value—to the extent that study design and controls 
are sometimes sacrificed for involvement and spontaneity of the subjects. 
The usual laboratory or testing sessions of psychology are criticized as 
unnatural and unrepresentative of real life, and generalizations from 
such settings are seen as extremely precarious, if not outright dangerous. 

There is no doubt that vagueness enters into evaluations of this 
kind. This becomes particularly evident when a critic of the laboratory 
or test situation argues that the Survey questionnaire conducted on the 
doorstep of the subject is an adequate solution to the problem of natural- 
ness. There is little doubt that the users of the survey do a better job 
of sampling populations of people than do most psychologists and, in this 
limited sense, produce more representative data. But this does not mean 
that answering a questionnaire in one’s parlor is a sufficient answer to 
the issue of naturalness. 
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Regardless of the vagueness of the value of natural behavior settings, 
it is a value which many behavior scientists uphold in one way or another. 
In a sense, some sociologists and anthropologists who use the “participant- 
observation” method or spend years taking notes on what the people in 
a village say and do have watched carefully much more behavior than 
many psychologists ever get around to watching. It is also true that some 
psychologists enjoy trying to explain everyday behavior with the use of 
principles derived from the rather limited inductive base of a few 
laboratory experiments. Other psychologists are critical of such ex- 
planatory attempts because the basic experiments do not have an 
adequately “representative” design. 

In an interstitial field like social psychology the controversy concern- 
ing these different views of the necessary tasks or divisions of labor tends 
to become extreme. One of the major problems which defines this field 
may be mediation between those who attempt to collect and categorize 
the behavior of concrete people in specific everyday situations and those 
who attempt to study general processes under limited experimental condi- 
tions. This attempt to get the best out of both approaches can take the 
form of rendering the problem as empirical as possible and making 
studies in a wide range of settings. If “settings” is important, then dif- 
ferences in findings should help to decide how important this factor is. 


Tante 8. Serrincs ın Waren Sociat PsycnoLosy Srupres Took PLacr, 


IN PER CENT 
Settings 1952 | 1960 
1. Naturalistic observation—“totality set”... 44.04 - 2 
2. Naturalistic observation— "limited set”. . . 2 5 
3. Naturalistic test or experiment, .... +++. +20+ree0005 2.1233 
4. Test or experiment in 8’s usual environment (or very 
realistic situation), ..22eesenenerennann rare n en 5] 23 
5. Test or experiment in laboratory or clini 45| 34 
6. Test or experiment in classroom, «su... + +++ 8| 15 
7. Questionnaire at home or usual environment. 12 2 
8. Questionnaire in laboratory or classroom... . «+++ +- 3 6 
9. Poorly specified as to setting: 
Questionnaire... -osoren renee ner arten 2 2 
Test or experiment. ... 18 0 
Total. iruritarra whole AE Oo 100 | 100 


_ In Table 8 we present a set of categories focused upon the different 
kinds of settings social psychologists studied in 1952 and in 1960; we also 
present the percentage of studies which took place in these different 
settings, There is little in this table for 1952 to make one feel that social 
Psychologists were making a heavy attack on obtaining a wide range 
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of settings or that they were emphasizing naturalness in the settings they 
studied, but there is some improvement by 1960. 

The first three categories reflect attempts at naturalistic science 
in social psychology. This is obviously not a major strength of the papers 
reported in this journal, since only 6 per cent of the papers in 1952 
have this as a focus, and 18 per cent in 1960. Category 4, however, shows 
distinct progress; the percentage of papers where an experiment is made 
in the S's usual environment or where the experimental situation was 
very realistic jumps from 5 to 23 per cent. 

Most work is still done in the laboratory or classroom, however, where 
the usual problems and questions of role relationships hold. Forty-nine per 
cent of the papers in 1960 (and fifty-three per cent in 1952) fall in 
categories 5 and 6. A few questionnaires are given at home or in the 
usual environment of the S's (fewer in 1960 than in 1952) and some 
questionnaires are given in the classroom or laboratory. It is pleasant to 
note that the specification of the setting of study (category 9) has im- 
proved markedly between 1952 and 1960. Either that or the content 


“How often have you cheated in golf?” Although interesting, such use of 
“symbolic situations” is still methodologically unclear, and it does little to 
solve the problem of assuring naturalness and spontaneity in the measure- 
ment of different clases of overt action in different (physical-social) 
settings. 
There is 


place in the social system in which action takes place. The categories of 


This is not the place to go into this problem of social setting at great 
length. We can, however, briefly point up a problem that exists here in 
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ion of psychology in general, but particularly of social psychology, 
or even structural anthropology. The problem is that, to some 
the very use of a term like social behavior (or particularly 
ior) presupposes an adequate analysis of a social system into 
in which the particular social behavior or role behavior can be 
Such schemes usually (or at least ideally) involve categorizing 
or positions in the system, and also the important situations 
Unless some attempt is made at least to adumbrate the setting 
n studied in this sense, the study sometimes arouses little interest 
ogical reader. 
tunately, although social psychologists sometimes give lip 
to this ideal and do usually try to give some description of the 
used, they do not systematically give these social-structural 
tions the primary consideration which some social scientists 
argue is required, Sociologists often fecl, therefore, that the infer- 
the organism as causal in a particular setting is sometimes quite 
the point, since that behavior which the individual is seen as 
is more clearly seen as related to the broader structural matters 
Are more profitably viewed as panindividual and often, indeed, 
hological in origin and in theoretic import. 
re are reasons for both the social ’s occasional lip 
to this ideal and his more frequent failure to live up to it. Fint, 
is his tendency to prefer psychological theory, perhaps due to 
olarly training—at least in the present sample of researchers. 
portant, however, is the dearth of adequate structural-functional 
s to work from. Such analyses are rarely achieved. Further, 
are achieved, they often tend to be extremely 
ructure of Middletown or a Navajo village. Such specificity 
limiting to the kind of people whose papers we have anal 
we have pointed out above, may feel that their exp 
general indeed. What is needed, they tend to say, is a more 
neral, and still useful analysis of social structures—and therefore 
il settings and situations. 
tunately, in recent years there have been some sociological at- 
along these lines; in turn, these have had some impact upon some 
psychological work. But as of 1952, and even now, 
ies to hold back mutual understanding and to decrease the value 
d come from more direct exchange of data and ideas. 
some solution is achieved, social psychologists will have to choose 
the languages of the two most closely allied disciplines in de- 
the settings they study and what they measure. In 1952, we 
only one study [24] containing a direct empirical attack on the 
m of settings for behavior per s¢, although the problem recurs 
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again and again in the search for independent validating situations, 
etc. Since 1952, the work of Barker and Wright [4] has helped to stim- 
ulate empirical interest in this problem, and the work in progress by 
Whiting, et al. [30] is an attempt in part to obtain a general estimate of 
the importance of cultural and structural factors in determining spon- 
taneous everyday behavior. With the theoretical and the empirical routes 
both being trod, we may eventually see the emergence of some resolution, 
even though it might turn out to be a new language for social psycholo- 
gists which avoids both the language of general classes, or patterns of 
informational cues (psychology), and that of the total social systems. 
We can hope that if this occurs the resolution will include the positive 
virtues of both languages. 


THE ADEQUACY OF THE DYADIC SCHEME 


Before we summarize this essay, one hypothesis remains to be tested. 
This is our a priori assumption that the dyadic scheme outlined in Fig. 
1 would be adequate, though by no means uniquely so, to capture in a 
descriptive sense the interests of social psychologists as seen in our sample 
of papers. We have already mentioned that none, or at least no more 
than one of the experimental psychology papers which we discussed re- 
quired more than an individual scheme in order to be described. We 
must now see to what extent this was true generally for the social psy- 
chology papers and to what extent the dyadic scheme is inadequate to 
the task. 

In Table 9 we have classified all of the social psychology papers 
according to a simple set of categories which bear on this issue. In the 
first category we have placed the papers which call for no more than an 
individual scheme for their description. In the other categories we have 
placed the papers which call for at least the dyad or something still more 
complex. Category 1 contains roughly one-third of the papers for both 
of the years under study. Two-thirds of the papers, therefore, in some 
sense call for at least the dyad for a description of the author’s intent. 

Let us clarify the difference between categories 2 and 3. Category 
2 includes a number of papers where the author does not report the study 
as a “two-body study,” but where, in this writer’s opinion, the findings 
could be better placed in a dyadic scheme than in an individual one. 
For example, in one study—otherwise quite individual-oriented—the in- 
dependent variable was the actual physical guidance of the subject (a 
rat) by the experimenter (a human) in solving a problem. Such a close 
relationship would seem to subsume some unstated but possibly important 
dyadic aspects. In another study, hypnotism was used as a setting con- 
dition in an otherwise individual study. Here again, the state of being 
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hypnotized involves a number of stated (and unstated) relationships 
between the hypnotist and his subject, so that both should be included in 
the findings. In 1952, 23 per cent of the papers called for a dyad in this 
sense. Category 3 includes the papers which are dyadic in the judgment 
of both the author and the content analyst. It is interesting to note that 
in the period from 1952 to 1960 the percentage of papers in category 
2 fell greatly, and the percentage in category 3 rose moderately. This 
means cither that researchers have become more explicitly focused upon 
two-body problems (which is probably the case) or that the present 
writer was more sensitive to the language of the dyads when he read the 
papers for 1960. 


TABLE 9. ADEQUACY oF “INDIVIDUAL” AND Dyapic SCHEMES FOR 
CATEGORIZING SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGIGAL STUDIES 


‚Studies 
Adequacy of schemes 1952 1960 
Number | Percentage | Number Percentage 

1. Individual scheme adequate......-- 20 33 19 31 
2. Dyadic scheme helpful descriptively . 14 23 7 11 
3. Dyadic scheme necessary conceptu- 

E E ee 19 31 26 => 
4. Dyadic scheme not adequate: 

a. Referent involved more than dyad 1 3 

b. More than two people involved ex- 4 5 

perimentally or in measurement. . 13 15 
¢, Cultural or historical factors in- 1 


Category 4 is divided into three subcategories, all of which in one 
Way or another appear to be too complicated to fit easily into a dyadic 
description. The first subcategory includes a paper in which the atmos- 
Phere of the family of the subject is referred to as a source of one of the 
Measures. These atmosphere variables which are used to characterize 
Soups tend to involve some vagueness as to their specific referent. Some- 
times the intent is to characterize all members of the group; we Say, for 
example, “This family has a democratic atmosphere.” In this case, the 
Problem can be solved by extending the dyad to a number of people, or, 
More simply, by defining Alpha in the dyad as “the modal member of 

family” and providing him with a more or less specific trait which 
leads him to engage in democratic behavior. 


Sometimes, however, the referent of the atmosphere of the group 
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involves the relationships between the members of the group, where the 
dispositional tendency is not shared in this sense because it may not be 
the same from person to person. For example, the democratic atmosphere 
may be intended to refer to the fact that the father decides who may use 
the family car on the basis of a majority vote. He may be the only de- 
cider on such issues, however, the others being merely voters. Sometimes 
this problem can be solved by assuming that the role of the father has been 
internalized by each of the other members of the family, and that the 
father has in turn internalized the roles of each of the others. This inter- 
actional role pattern can then be abstracted as the shared and mutual 
expectancies that characterize all members of the group. Such a solution 
retains the atmosphere within a dyadic scheme since we can specify, 
relative to a given Beta, the Alpha, which in this case is the “democratic 
other” behaving according to the rules of the family. Such a solution 
is not always useful, however, since it leaves out the individual motives 
of the several Alphas, the different degrees to which they have learned 
the rules of the game, etc. 

The second problematic group in category 4 includes four papers for 
1952 (five for 1960) where more than two people are involved in an 
experimental study, or where more than two people’s properties are in- 
volved in a measurement. In some of these a dyadic description could 
be retained by breaking the complicated matters down into a number 
of dyadic relationships. In cases, however, where the properties of sev- 
eral people are involved as a basis for a single measure, then either we 
are dealing with a “modal group property” which can be made a prop- 
erty of our conceptual Alpha, or we are dealing with a higher realm 
of variables which would be more purely sociological. In the latter case 
it would be proper for Beta either to disappear (along with Alpha) or to 
become at least a higher-order creature at the same intended level of ab- 
straction as Alpha. In some cases where a pattern of different aspects 
of two or more people are used to operationalize a concept, we may be 
faced with a new invention, so to speak, which belongs somewhere be- 
tween social psychology and sociology in a realm of concepts which we 
have discussed briefly elsewhere in this paper. 

The final problematic category in Table 9 includes four papers which 
referred, in an important sense, to “cultural or historical factors.” As 
we have pointed out earlier, these factors are often of an order of com- 
plexity which quite defeats a dyadic description. In their unique, non- 
repeating sense, of course, historical and even cultural complexes do not 
fit the scheme of a science which is attempting to reduce its phenomena 
to a limited number of classes and to generalize about recurring relation- 
ships among them. But memories or reminders of historical events do 
sometimes determine action. In this case they can be sometimes rendered 
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as special cases of classes of states of Alphas and Betas. Furthermore, 
cultural factors can often be viewed as cognitive, aflective, or motiva- 
tional mediators in the sense that we have used these notions in Fig. 1. 
In this sense, when we say that a Beta’s actions are determined by such 
a cultural factor as a “kinship structure,” then we mean that Beta, like 
Alpha, has learned a set of cognitive mediators—the full meaning of the 
kinship code—which have specifiable effects in mediating between the 
presence of certain people and the deference shown them, or at least 
the words used to refer to them. This suggestion, of course, solves no 
problems for the analyst of kinship systems, economic classes, or cultural 
values, All it does is provide a way of rendering their notions within a dyadic 
framework which might sometimes make their insights useful for social- 
psychological research. We have in no sense, however, dealt with all the 
rich and various meanings which the notions of “cultural ” or “historical” 
factors can and do have to other social scientists. Some of these meanings 
may always evade integration with the kind of notion of social psychology 
which is involved in the dyad. Why should they not? 


SUMMARY 


_ In this essay we have discussed a number of aspects of the rela- 
tions of contemporary social psychology to other disciplines in psychology 
and in other behavioral sciences. We have pursued these matters in the 
context of an extensional empirical definition of the field of social psy- 
chology itself which was provided by a content analysis of a year’s crop of re- 
search papers published in one of the reasonably representative journals 
of the field, the Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology for 1952, 
and an equal number from the same journal published in 1960. Although 
the papers studied represent a sample which is somewhat biased in its 
representation of the field, the major value of the analysis rests on the 
kinds of studies discovered and the changes over time more than on the 
Particular frequency distributions uncovered. Although we assume that 
the frequency distributions may well fluctuate from year to year and 
from journal to journal, we have occasionally made general statements 
that depend upon the distribution found for the papers under study be- 
cause these statements seemed to be true on the basis of other reading 
and other considerations. 

„ The empirical data focus upon the independent, dependent, and 
intervening” or organism variables which are reported in the sample 
= papers, and on the relationships between independent and dependent 
Variables studied in the two years. These were all analyzed in terms 
of a dyadic scheme (Fig. 1) which contains the entities necessary 10 
Scribe a two-person action situation from the point of view of an in- 
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dependent observer. This scheme helped to provide categories for the 
dependent variables, the independent variables and the relations between 
the two as represented in the sample of papers analyzed. The frequencies 
of occurrence of these are presented in the matrix of Table 1. 

The most frequently studied classes of dependent variables have to 
do with the prediction of control of the instrumental or expressive ac- 
tions of subjects. This is an interest which social psychologists share 
with all psychologists, but they appear to be different from other psychol- 
ogists in the broad range of independent variables which they hypothesize 
that expressive and instrumental actions are dependent upon. The par- 
ticular interests of social psychologists emerge most clearly in the number 
of studies where the dependent variables call for a dyad for their de- 
scription. Thirty-nine per cent of the 1952 studies and forty-one per cent 
for 1960 have dependent variables such as the status of one person 
relative to another, the attitudes of others toward the subject, the attitude 
of the subject toward other people, or the overt behavior of the subject 
toward others, etc. Another fifth of the studies, however, deal with the 
more traditional psychological problems where an attempt is reported to 
change or predict other states of the subject, such as his traits or the 
workings of his Freudian mechanisms. 

Social psychologists are interested in a broader array of dependent 
variables than those covered in traditional individualistic views of psy- 
chology. They also appear to view the traditional classes of variables as 
dependent upon a broader array of independent variables. Although 
these interests overlap with both those of traditional psychology and 
sociology-anthropology, there is a different emphasis. Aspects of structural 
factors in the relations of people tend to be studied equally or even more 
often as dependent variables than as independent ones. This emphasis is 
quite different from that in structural sociology, except possibly in studies 
of structural change, although there the emphasis on structure as de- 
pendent upon psychological independent variables would be more rare 
than in this sample. On these bases one might again generalize and sug- 
gest that part of the role of social psychologists is to create trouble for the 
neat compartments or limited models of other psychologists, as well as 
those in the broader social sciences. 

The distributions of dependent variables are quite similar for 1952 
and 1960, but there are some changes over the eight-year period. Atti- 
tudes are more frequently studied as dependent variables in 1960, struc- 
tural factors less frequently. The major impression, however, is one of 
similarity in the two years in these categories. 

When we look at the independent variables of social psychology we 
find even broader interest. The number of dependent-variable categories 
had to be increased by nearly one-half over the number used for the 
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1952 sample, and three more categories were added to handle the 1960 
papers. However, nearly two-thirds of the independent variables fall into 
the same classes as were used for the dependent variables, which reflects the 
fact that what is one man’s dependent variable is another man’s independ- 
ent variable in this field. We chose to interpret this as due to the fact that the 
root images in the field involve a number of nonindependent but sep- 
arately conceptualized processes, such as learning, perceiving, being mo- 
tivated, sending and receiving information, acting, being conditioned, 
reducing dissonance, etc. (although some may feel that some form of 
equilibrium model is called for). Since our dyadic scheme is purpose- 
fully more inclusive than any of these subprocesses, the overlapping of 
such subprocesses becomes manifest in an analysis of this kind. 

The two most frequently studied classes of independent variables are 
interpreted as representing the most salient general interests of social 
psychologists—the effects of personality differences on action (par- 
ticularly social action) and the effects of the actions of someone on some- 
body else. The first interest is also that of the personality researcher and 
of those interested in the traditional field of individual differences. The 
latter is most properly that of a social psychology. It is, however, in the 
juxtaposition of these two interests that the social psychologists are dif- 
ferent—they see personality dependent upon social behavior, and vice 
versa. Since this interest is more inclusive than that of traditional 
monadic schemes for the study of individual differences, it may come to 
include this specialization. Such interest in the juxtaposition of per- 
sonality and social behavior also renders logical the interest of social 
psychologists in parent-child relationships, culture and personality, and 
Social structure and personality. ý 

There is very little change in the frequency distribution of inde- 
pendent variables studied in 1960 when compared to 1952. In fact, in 
only one case was there a change of more than 3.6 per cent in the fre- 
quencies in the categories, this being a new category which had to be 
added in 1960 to include an increase in the number of studies where 
structural relationships between two people were used as an inde- 
pendent variable. It appears, however, that in both dependent and inde- 
pendent variables there is a great deal of consistency in the interests 
displayed over the eight-year period. saa 

When the distribution of independent-dependent relationships is laid 
Out, as it is in Table 1, the main impression is one of great diversity. It 
would probably require a larger sample of papers to discover the general 
trends because, in terms of the dyadic scheme, the number of possible 
relationships is probably very large indeed. Such a finding of diversity 
Tenders sensible the feeling of irrelevance which often occurs to a 
Specialist who scans social psychological literature. It probably also ex- 
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plains why most general theory in social psychology is usually either ex- 
tremely and even ineffectually general, or else too specific to explain more 
than a portion of the interests in the field. 

Certain general directions do emerge, however, from consideration of 
the broad scatter of relationships found in the sample of studies. The 
first is that about 60 per cent of the relationships involve a juxtaposition 
of the monadic factors and the more social or dyadic factors, or of two 
dyadic factors, as schematized in Fig. 1. This is probably a conservative 
estimate of this emphasis, but it gives some meaning to the unity that 
does exist in the term social psychology. 

Such a fact also lends seeming veracity to a tentative characteriza- 
tion of social psychology as a field which lies between psychology and the 
broader social sciences and tends to study explicitly two people at a time and 
to theorize with the dyad as a base image. It contrasts with traditional 
psychology, which explicitly studies one individual at a time and tends 
to theorize in terms of a monadic image. Both sciences, however, usually 
involve an additional person, the experimenter, who sets up conditions, 
provides rewards and punishments, etc. Traditional psychology is im- 
plicitly, therefore, dyadic, and social psychology is implicitly triadic. 
Since social psychologists are busily explicating the dyadic “case,” so to 
speak, then social psychology may be emerging as merely a general psy- 
chology. Such a characterization would overlook, however, the interests 
of social psychologists in the still broader realms of social science. Such 
interests become clear when we note that sometimes the social-psycho- 
logical observer gives up his active experimental role, and lets society 
arrange the conditions of a study or leaves to “social nature” the task of 
applying rewards, punishments, or other forms of stimuli. Such natural 
arrangements of conditions come to be called “social situations” and the 
rewards and punishments become “positive and negative sanctions,” and 
the legitimately expected stimuli are the “role behaviors” or “values in 
action” of others in the society. Thus social psychology appears to meet 
individual psychology on one side; on the other side it appears to merge 
into sociology and the other broader social sciences. 

Social psychology does not, of course, subsume these other areas. 
This was clarified in the empirical distributions of relationships studied 
in Table 1. The point here is that social psychologists attempt to predict 
the effects of the acts of another person on a subject, but they do not in 
turn attempt to broaden the action field so as to consider why this other 
person does what he does, at least not to the same degree. For example, 
there is great interest in social psychology in what happens to children 
when they are punished by their mothers, but it is left to students of 
society or culture to say why certain mothers punish their children more 
than another group. Such division of labor is in no sense final, however, 
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and the issue of the relation of social psychology to sociology and 
anthropology (and thence to economics and political science) is viewed 
in the present essay as one either of rendering aspects of culture and 
social structure in the dyad, or of how the dyad can be extended to 
include these broader and more complicated matters. This problem is 
discussed in several places in the essay. 

The main impression regarding the relationships studied in social 
psychology is that they fluctuate greatly from 1952 to 1960. In the 
monadic studies, 53 per cent of the relationship cells represented in 
1952 were also represented in 1960, but in studies that are more clearly 
social or dyadic, there was only 37 per cent overlap in cells over the 
eight-year period. A good many of the empty cells of Table 1 have 
either been filled or certainly soon will be filled at this rate. By our ex- 
tensional definition, social psychology is still in search of its limits, so to 
speak. 

We have also tried to avoid some philosophical and logical issues in 
our description of the patterns of organism inference found in our sample 
of studies. Rather than discussing the logical status of such inferences we 
have been content to categorize them, again in terms of Fig. 1, and to 
evaluate their empirical elegance. All the social-psychological papers 
make such inferences. In fact, there is an average of 1.66 of them per 
paper analyzed in 1952 and 1.67 in 1960, which is comparable to an 
average of 1.53 per paper in a sample of papers from the Journal of 
Experimental Psychology for the same year. It is interesting that in the 
social-psychological literature, the number of relationships reported per 
paper rose from 1952 to 1960 and the number of inferences per rela- 
tionship fell from 1.10 to .86 over the same period. The use of traits as 
organism inferences dropped from 16.5 to 6.9 per cent of the papers, 
the use of general behavior mechanisms rose from 4.9 to 17.6 per cent. 
Freudian mechanisms and cognitive processes increased, and attitudes 
and mental illnesses, though still studied in both years, were not involved 
explanatorily as often in 1960 as in 1952. These changes may reflect 
improvement in measurement procedures so that “deeper” aspects of 
people are being inferred, with a consequent rise in the level of ab- 
straction. 

There is a marked difference between the contents of the inferences 
used by the social psychologists compared to the experimentalists in 1952. 
The social psychologists tend to try to infer a wide variety of causal fac- 
tors to the individuals being studied, with an emphasis on traits and 
Personality mechanisms. In the experimental papers, a heavy emphasis 
of 80 per cent of all inferences is of extremely general behavior processes 
like inhibition, generalization, discrimination, expectancy, gestalt proc- 
esses, and the like. After showing that the apparent intention of the 
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social psychologists is as general as that of the experimental psychologists, 
the generalization is made that social psychologists’ habits of inference 
are as different from those of experimental individual psychologists as 
they are from the probable explanatory habits of sociologists and anthro- 
pologists. As of 1952 the conceptualizing habits of people in these fields 
are far from showing much effect of the attempts to intertranslate or to 
integrate these various kinds of theory, although a greater use of “gen- 
eral-process” notions shows up in social psychology by 1960. Some sug- 
gestions are made regarding this problem, mainly that the community of 
interest in dependent and independent variables be made the basis of 
interdisciplinary discourse and training. 

In our analysis of the empirical elegance of the organism inferences 
of social psychologists, two kinds of strategy were uncovered for 1952 
which had become more merged by 1960. The first strategy is one 
where there is no attempt made actually to vary or control the state in 
the subject which is inferred (such variation or control being left to 
past experience or other “natural” matters), but where there is con- 
siderable attempt to provide independent ways of checking on the in- 
ference made. The second strategy involves a lack of interest in an inde- 
pendent check on the inference, but great emphasis on varying or con- 
trolling the state inferred, usually through experimental means. Although 
both strategies sometimes occur in the same study (particularly in 1960) 
certain recommendations are made on this problem, viewed in con- 
junction with the problem of representativeness of design as an additional 
strategy. However, a high proportion of the papers analyzed make a 
serious attempt at one or another of these strategies; at least 30 per cent 
could be characterized as “experimental” in 1952, and the proportion 
has grown to 56 per cent by 1960. Such facts close the circle of the 
following interpretation: social psychology is no less general in aim than 
any branch of psychology, it is certainly not nonexperimental, nor can 
it be viewed as derivative in its psychological theory. 

Social psychology does, however, emerge as a field which borrows ex- 
tremely widely for its operations. An analysis of the skills displayed in 
the sample of papers shows an extremely wide range, extending from 
psychophysics through the use of learning and other experimental opera- 
tions to a careful use of informants, in the manner of cultural anthro- 
pologists. The main focus, of course, is on the skills of the question- 
naire and the standardized test, and there is a heavy emphasis on 
statistical skills. Methodologically, then, it is a wide-ranging and com- 
plicated field, calling for the best of students and a training in techniques 
broader than those which existing disciplinary boundaries can often 
provide adequately. It is probably this sharing of techniques, as well as 
the sharing of interest in a broad array of independent and dependent 
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variables, that has placed social psychologists in the forefront of the inter- 
disciplinary tendencies in the behavioral science of the last decade. 

An analysis of the settings of the studies of social psychologists shows 
a lack of consistent attempt to follow up a professed interest in natural 
situations which permit the study of spontaneous behavior by subjects. 
Only one study [24] was focused on an attempt at a systematic variation 
of the setting or situation of subjects as an independent variable. It was 
suggested that this general problem is one of the most important in all of 
social science, underlying many of the misunderstandings between social 
psychologists and, for example, sociologists. More empirical work on the 
issue is advocated, as well as further serious attempts at conceptual 
rapprochement, once the empirical dimensions of the difficulties are 
made clear. 

Finally, we have attempted to make an over-all evaluation of the 
status of our assumption that a dyadic scheme was not only necessary, 
but also sufficient to provide a description of the interests of social psy- 
chologists. The necessity emerges quite clearly, but the adequacy be- 
comes somewhat questionable in cases where social-psychological interests 
merge into the broader areas of social science, which may call for a basic 
image which is much more complicated than the dyad. Our conceptual 
scheme can capture much of the meaning of the term social psychology, 
but, as in all science, this may only hold for a short time and for a 
limited space. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The most characteristic behavior of the human species is language. 
It is this type of behavior more than any other that distinguishes the 
human from other animals. Language is the chief means of communica- 
tion between members of this species, and its remarkable precision and 
abstractness as compared with the modes of communication employed by 
other species has made possible the elaborate systems of interpersonal 
organization we call “human culture.” Given language’s central role in 
human affairs, it is not surprising that many specialists in many fields 
have dealt with it. The psychologist who studies language behavior thus 
finds himself working in a complex web of relations with other dis- 
ciplines. He stretches one hand out toward the linguist; another is ex- 
tended toward the philosopher. Were he so equipped, he would extend 
a third hand to the communications engineer and yet another to the 
anthropologist. With his feet he tries to find purchase in neurology, and 
his head swims in a giddy exchange with journalists, political scientists, 
rhetoricians, content analysts, experts in stylistics, aestheticians, psy- 
chiatrists, and social theorists—to call only part of the roll of social 
scientists and humanists for whom language is a crucial pivot. 

But what is language? The psychologist may be inclined to define 
it as behavior which is elicited by verbal stimuli and/or eventuates in 
verbal responses. This narrow definition is inadequate on several grounds. 
For one thing, it begs the question of what “verbal” means—certainly 
“verbal” does not include all noises produced by the human vocal ap- 
paratus, and yet it obviously must include much that is not vocal, ¢.g., 
orthography, gesture, and the Morse code. Most attempts to explicate 
“verbal” circle back to the notion of a language code. What is lan- 
guage? Charles Morris [166] has suggested five necessary criteria: We 
have a language when (1) a plurality of arbitrary signs (2) having a 
common or shared significance to a group of individuals (3) regardless 
of the situation in which they are used (4) can be produced by these in- 
dividuals as well as received and (5) together constitute a system follow- 
ing certain rules of combination. Whenever the stimuli received or the 
responses produced satisfy these criteria, the psychologist can say he is 
studying “verbal” behavior. 

But there is another difficulty with the narrow definition, at least 
as a means of delimiting the field of endeavor. As soon as the psy- 
chologist begins studying some bit of verbal behavior, he finds that 
it follows just about the same principles that apply to nonverbal be- 
havior. There seems to be nothing peculiar or novel about the perception 
of verbal stimuli (as distinct from perceptual organization in general), 
about the development of talking skills (as distinct from motor skills in 
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general), about the development of meanings of verbal signs (as dis- 
tinct from perceptual signs), or even about the formation of grammatical 
redundancies (as distinct from what might be called a “syntax” of 
ordinary behavior). In other words, he soon discovers that there is no 
“special” theory of language behavior. Rather, the phenomena of lan- 
guage are perfectly and completely coextensive with the phenomena of 
behavior in general, and any adequate theory of one is at once an ade- 
quate theory of the other. 

This means that beyond his many connections with other fields, the 
psychologist studying language also has very close ties with most of the 
specialities within his own field. For anything like a complete analysis 
of his own problem, he must make use of learning theory, of develop- 
mental psychology, of perception and cognition theory, of motivational 
dynamics, of sensorimotor-skill organization, and so on. And by the 
same token, the study of language behavior both sets new problems for 
psychological theory in general and provides some new solutions, or hints 
of solution, for those working in personality, social psychology, child 
psychology, and the like. 


WHAT IS PSYCHOLINGUISTICS? 


To orient ourselves in this rather complicated network of relation- 
ships, we may start with the very general model of the communication 
process provided by Shannon and Weaver [222]. There is communica- 
tion whenever one system, a source, influences another system, a destina- 
tion, by selecting among the possible signals that can be carried in the 
channel connecting them. As shown in Fig. 1 (top), a transmitter is 
required to transform the messages produced by the source into a form 
that can be handled in the channel, a process called encoding; and a 
receiver is required to transform this information back into the form 
that can be handled by the destination, a process called decoding. The 
familiar telephone communication system, in which variable sound pres- 
sures and frequencies are transformed into electrical signals and back 
again, would be a simple example. “Noise,” in the most general sense, 
refers’ to variability at the destination which is not predictable from 
variability introduced at the source. 

This model is insufficient for the study of human communication via 
natural languages, For one thing, the individual human functions more 
or less simultaneously as source and destination, as transmitter and re- 
ceiver—indeed, he is regularly a decoder of messages he himself en- 
codes through various feedback mechanisms. If we rearrange the com- 
ponents of Shannon’s model as shown in the second diagram in Fig. 1, 
what might be called a “communication unit” is described, equipped to 
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both receive and send messages. Messages from some external source 
(input) are recoded into sensory nervous impulses and integrated (re- 
ceiver) and then decoded (destination) ; alternative messages selected 
by this communicating unit (source) are encoded as integrated motor 
nervous impulses and recoded (transmitter) into movements of vocal or 
other muscles which constitute messages produced (output). We will dis- 
cuss a psychological analog of this system in a moment, 
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Fio, 1. A generalized model of the human communication process in relation to the 
science of language. 


Another insufficiency of the Shannon model for our purpose is that 
it does not reflect the social nature of human language. In the third 
diagram in Fig. 1, two individual communicating units, a source unit 
and a destination unit, are shown as connected by a message into what 
may be called “an essential communication act.” Messages, in the most 
gencral sense, are reactions of one individual communicating unit which 
produce stimuli for another communicating unit, and they may be either 
immediate (as in ordinary face-to-face communication where the 
and facial muscle reactions of one produce auditory and visual cues for 
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another) or mediate (as in written language or painting where the re- 
actions of one produce a more or less permanent product which may later 
stimulate another). It may be noted that if we start with events in the 
encoding system of the source unit and end with decoding events in the 
destination unit, via the mediation of events in the message system 
(channel), we have duplicated the Shannon model again. 

This last model can be used to localize, at least roughly, the various 
disciplines which deal with human communications, including psycho- 
linguistics. Descriptive linguistics deals with the structure of messages 
as events independent of the characteristics of either producers or re- 
ceivers. Once language signals have been encoded—are “on the air,” 
so to speak—they can be described as objective physical events in their 
own right. The social sciences—psychology in particular—are concerned 
with the characteristics of human organisms which influence the selection 
and interpretation of messages—their habits, motives, meanings, atti- 
tudes, values, roles, affiliations, and so on. The rather new discipline of 
psycholinguistics is concerned, in the broadest sense, with relations be- 
tween the structure of messages and the characteristics of the human in- 
dividuals who produce and receive them, i.e., psycholinguistics is the 
science of encoding and decoding processes in individual communica- 
tors. As such, it includes the more specialized sciences of phonetics, which 
focuses on the terminal phases of encoding, and psychoacoustics, which 
focuses on the initial phases of decoding. The much broader study of 
human communications, which really cross-cuts all of the social sci- 
ences, includes psycholinguistics and much more; it generalizes, for 
example, from the psycholinguistic processes among individual communi- 
cators to the effects of messages in the mass media upon mass audiences, 
it includes much of the traditional fields of rhetoric and aesthetics, and, 
ideally, it explicates those interactions upon which education, sociology, 
political science, and economics—even history and literature—are based. 

This interpretation certainly puts communication research in a very 
central position in the whole picture of social and humanistic studies. 
The intent is not to preempt the problems and methods of traditional 
disciplines, but rather to suggest that what can be discovered about the 
process of human communication in psycholinguistics and generalized in 
mass communication research should be useful in understanding prob- 
lems of human behavior as defined by the more traditional fields. 
Linguistics has its roots in the humanities—in fact, it might be called 
the “pure science of languages”—and its methods have been, in the 
main, logical and analytic. Yet its main goal of economical description 
of the structure of natural languages as physical events has brought it 
into closer and closer relationship with social sciences, particularly anthro- 
pology (ethnolinguistics), and more recently psychology (psycho- 
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linguistics). Psychology has its roots in the biological sciences and has 
moved steadily into contact with the social sciences. Its methods are, in 
the main, experimental. Yet, truth to tell, psychology as the study of 
human behavior has had relatively little beyond points of view to offer 
the other social sciences. More than anything else, this has been because 
social behavior and organization (be it education or politics) is based 
upon communication, and until recently psychologists have done little 
with language behavior. It can be rather confidently predicted that to 
the extent that psycholinguistics is able to clarify the nature, develop- 
ment, and function of language, as well as produce adequate measuring 
devices here, psychology will have increased value to the social sciences 


in general. 


THE “PSYCH” IN PSYCHOLINGUISTICS 


It may be trite, but it is equally true, to say that language behavior 
is learned behavior. In fact, few would deny that the behavior involved 
in communication—from the formation and utilization of perceptual 
integrations and motor skills to the development and use of representa- 
tional (symbolic, meaningful) processes—is by all odds the most finely 
differentiated learned activity of the human species. It is therefore not 
surprising that, although all aspects of psychology can be shown to have 
a bearing on language behavior, learning theory and learning phenomena 
contribute most heavily to the “psych” in psycholinguistics. However, 
just as theories of learning differ, so do their contributions to an under- 
standing of language behavior. We can easily distinguish three levels of 
complexity in learning theory models that have been applied to lan- 
guage: a single-stage S-R model, a two-stage mediation S-R model, and 
a three-stage (or level) model that assumes both S-S and R-R associa- 
tions as well as S-R-associations. Each succeeding conception is at once 
less parsimonious but more comprehensive than its precedent; each suc- 
ceeding model incorporates the assumptions of its precedents, but adds 
more assumptions. The motivation for this progressive complication is 
the felt insufficiency (but not incorrectness) of the simpler conceptions: 


The Single-stage Model 

Undoubtedly the most detailed and self-conscious attempts to handle 
verbal behavior in the single-stage S-R model is that made by Skinnei 
(although he would not call it an S-R model), first in his William Jame: 
lectures at Harvard University [228] and more recently in his bool 
Verbal Behavior [229]. Rejecting meanings and all other nonobservables 
Skinner sets the task of a scientific analysis of language behavior— 
to describe the antecedent conditions which determine the probabilit 
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of emission of verbal responses. In other words, according to Skinner, 
the scientific job is done when we are able to state why a speaker emits 
a particular bit of verbal behavior at a particular time. Since he be- 
lieves that verbal behavior is operant rather than respondent behavior 
(i.e., language responses are emitted rather than elicited), we must 
look for the conditions under which various stimuli can come to control 
or influence the probability of emission of particular verbal responses. 
The main condition is reinforcement, and one of the distinguishing 
characteristics of verbal behavior is that the reinforcement is usually 
social, 

Skinner’s search for the conditions which control verbal responses 
leads to a classification of types of verbal behavior which he considers 
exhaustive. The mand is a bit of verbal behavior that comes under the 
control of a particular drive state. When the hungry child cries, “Candy !” 
or the frightened child cries, “Come, Daddy!” and candy is given or 
daddy comes, these motive states are being associated with the emission 
of these verbal responses. Verbal behavior that is controlled by previously 
heard speech, and duplicates it in form, is called echoic behavior. Here 
we presume a long history of differential reinforcement by other people, 
particularly in the early learning of language. Verbal responses con- 
trolled by orthographic signs are called textual behaviors. Original 
reinforcements occur in the educational system, while learning how to 
read. A very important type is intraverbal behavior, where the stimulus 
is also verbal but the form of the response is different from that of the 
stimulus. The familiar word-association experiment samples such intra- 
verbal behavior, and much of everyday language is of this sort (“How 
are you?” “Fine, thank you.”) as is much of our educational lore €g. 
“Brutus killed Caesar during the Ides of March”). Audience variables 
are another source of stimulus controls. Through subtle reinforcements 
we learn to modify the words selected and our style of speaking or writ- 
ing as a function of the person or persons addressed. An article for a 
popular magazine will differ considerably from a paper for a scientific 
journal, even though produced by the same author. Finally, the tact is 
a bit of verbal behavior under the control of stimuli from physical ob- 
jects. Again, due to diffuse reinforcements from others, the presence of 
a dog object increases the emission probability of saying “dog.” These 
are what we ordinarily refer to as labeling responses, 

The actual selection of a bit of verbal behavior at a particular 
moment, in competition with all other possible bits, is a case of multiple 
determination, If a child emits the response “Candy!” for example, this 
alternative was momentarily the most probable, but this may have been 
determined in part by a drive for sweets (mand), in part by having 
heard Mother say the word earlier (echoic), in part by the presence 
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of Grandpa, who usually has a pocketful of jelly beans (audience vari- 
ables), and in part by the sight of candy objects on the table (tact), Par- 
ticularly important are antecedent contextual determinants in the speech 
of others or the self. On the basis of a long past history of (reinforced?) 
redundancies, the number of both lexical and grammatical alternatives 
at any given point in sequential verbal behavior is sharply reduced by 
what has been said or written just before. 

Skinner himself has not contributed much to the empirical testing of 
his views about verbal behavior. In fact, Skinner’s book based on his 
William James lectures is largely devoid of anything other than anecdotal 
evidence. However, in recent years a number of his followers have been 
demonstrating the remarkable effectiveness of reinforcement in 
strengthening verbal operants. Greenspoon [82] was able to increase the 
emission probability of plural nouns merely by murmuring “Mm-hmm” 
when plurals occurred in subjects instructed to give nouns. Taffel [245] 
was able to increase the frequency of selecting the pronouns “I” and 
“we” when subjects made up sentences from cards giving a verb and six 
pronouns by using “good” as a reinforcer. Verplank [257] was able to 
increase the frequency with which subjects stated opinions such as "I 
believe that. . . ” or “I think that...” in ordinary conversations 
at ordinary times merely by agreeing with the assertion or giving it back 
to the subject in paraphrase, Barik and Lambert [7] were able to condi- 
tion one type of complex grammatical construction (where the “that” 
in incomplete sentences of the form This is the table that . . ‚is re- 
inforced when used as the subject in completions) but not in the case of 
another type (where the that is not used as the subject). Salzinger and 
Pisoni [214] have demonstrated verbal operant conditioning in schizo- 
phrenic subjects in interview situations; Kanfer has also studied this 
phenomenon under interview situations [115]. Reviews of research on 
verbal operant conditioning have been provided by Adams [3], Krasner 
[119], and Salzinger [213]. The implications of such findings for all 
social techniques which involve interpersonal communication, such as 
psychotherapy or opinion polling [ef. Hildum and Brown, 88), is 
obvious. 

Many other types of experimental analysis reflect the Skinnerian 
viewpoint toward language behavior, though they do not relate directly 
to reinforcement. Skinner’s own studies on the verbal summator as a 
means of studying the comparative strengths of latent verbal responses 
[224], in which speechlike sounds are presented at near-threshold levels 
until some response is made, and his papers on alliteration in Shake- 
speare’s sonnets [226] and on sound-patterning in poetry [227], in 
which intraverbal determinants are explored, would be cases in point. 
Howes’s analyses of word-recognition thresholds as functions of frequency 
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of usage [95, 92] and his treatment of word association as a function of 
combinations of probabilitics in various stimulus contexts [94, 93] reflect 
the Skinnerian point of view. So, in the main, do the researches of 
Bousfield [22] and Jenkins and Russell [107] on clustering and other 
phenomena of intraverbal associations. This is only a sample—not an 
exhaustive list—of experimental studies on language behavior in the 
tradition set by Skinner. 

As is always the case, the burgeoning literature on verbal operant 
conditioning has been shadowed by critical studies which imply limita- 
tions and reinterpretations of the phenomenon in terms of its automa- 
ticity (learning without awareness?) ; its single-stage character (are not 
hypotheses involved?) ; its dependence on simple verbal reinforcement 
(are prestige relations between subject and experimenter involved?) ; 
its assumptions about response classes (how can classes like “active” 
meaning words be handled in a single-stage model?), and so forth. A 
series of studies by Dulany [63, 64] illustrates this critical attack: When 
subjects being reinforced by “mm-hmm’ for plural nouns are divided 
into those who display awareness of the reinforcement operation versus 
those who do not, only the former display significant conditioning effects 
as compared with control subjects. In the same experiment, subjects 
who “hypothesized” (incorrectly, it so happens) that they were being 
encouraged to associate to their own previous words showed the best 
conditioning. Levin [134] reports an experiment showing that evidence 
for conditioning without awareness depends on the sensitivity of the test 
of awareness. As to prestige and related effects, Binder et al. [16] have 
reported that conditioning to emit hostile verbs is more successful when 
a small young lady is the experimenter than when this function is per- 
formed by a 200-pound former Marine captain! 

More theoretically oriented critical reviews of Skinner’s position 
have come from another psychologist working on language behavior 
[Osgood, 184], a philosopher [Morris, 167], and a linguist (Chomsky, 
47), The linguist chastises not only Skinner, but learning theorists deal- 
ing with language behavior indiscriminately for the circularity of defini- 
tions of “stimulus,” “response,” and “reinforcement,” particularly as ap- 
plied to language behavior, for the unsupported extension of principles 
gleaned from the animal laboratory to the complex domain of human 
symbolic processes, for insufficiency in handling problems of meaning, 
for complete naiveté with respect to grammatical mechanisms, and so 
forth—in an extraordinarily sophisticated fashion, especially consider- 
ing that Chomsky is not formally trained in psychology. 

The philosopher objects to the emphasis upon the behavior of the 
speaker at the expense of the listener, who scems to have significance 
only as a deliverer or withholder of reinforcements. Morris also remarks 
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on the failure to deal adequately with the traditional problems of a 
theory of signs. 

The psychologist Osgood concluded that Skinner's conception was 
not false, but clearly insufficient. He was also concerned about the be- 
havior of the decoder of messages. What happens when a person reads a 
book silently? When he listens to a lecture? In order to bring such 
phenomena into his system, Skinner is forced to talk about “subaudible 
behavior”—in decoding a listener must make “echoic” responses to those 
of the speaker and a reader must make “textual” responses to the printed 
words, But since such subaudible behavior is seldom observed and, when 
it is observed, is not found to resemble overt verbal behavior [cf. Thor- 
son, 251], the whole analysis tends to lose its objective character, Further- 
more, in a very significant experiment by Lambert and Jakobovits [127], 
it was shown that whereas semantic satiation (see next section) occurred 
reliably under conditions of forced repetition of meaningful words, 
it did not occur for forced repetitions of nonsense items having exactly 
the same vocalic response form as the meaningful words. In other words, 
emission of verbal responses, overtly or covertly, does not scem to be 
necessary for comprehension or understanding. 

Actually, there is nothing in Skinner's view (by explicit intent) 
that permits one to say anything about the meaning or significance 
of signs, and, whether one likes these words or not, symbolic processes 
are a central problem in language behavior, Another insufficiency of 
the S-R model is its failure to account for semantic (or mediated) 
generalization. In an unpublished study by Davis [56] in our own 
laboratories at Illinois, for example, subjects were reinforced by getting 
points on a counter if they “pecked” a button when an evaluatively 
favorable word was being shown, but not if they “pecked” when any 
other type of word was being shown. Not only was operant conditioning 
displayed, but it clearly generalized to words of similar meaning (but 
not similar form as stimuli). It is clear that generalization in such cases 
is based upon the similarity of some common but implicit process set in 
motion by the verbal stimuli, but such processes are outside the Skin- 
nerian model. In the closing pages of Verbal Behavior, Skinner concedes 
that there must be such representational processes, otherwise there 
would be “certain embarrassing gaps in our account,” but he prefers 
to let anyone else who wishes to do so “extend the analysis to his own 
covert behavior” [229, p. 434]. 

The Two-stage Mediational Model 

A conception of behavior that separates decoding and encoding 


habits readily encompasses semantic generalization and also serves as the 
basis for a psychological theory of meaning. Within contemporary be- 
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havior theory, the mediational conception has its origins in Hull’s “pure 
stimulus act” [96], an act whose function is to produce distinctive self- 
stimulation rather than to be instrumental in itself. At that time Hull 
noted that such a mechanism could serve as the basis for symbolic proc- 
esses, but he did not explore this possibility himself. As a matter of fact, 
the only type of mediation process Hull and his students studied exten- 
sively was the anticipatory goal reaction (ra). Recently behavior 
theorists have made fuller use of this mechanism. Osgood [180] has 
based a general theory of behavior on the mediation model; Berlyne has 
analyzed knowledge and human curiosity in stimulus-response terms, 
using the same model [14, 15]; Maltzman [152] has interpreted think- 
ing and problem solving along the same lines; Staats [236] has applied 
the model to concept formation; and Dollard and Miller [61] have made 
extensive use of the mediation notion in their behavioristic analyses of 
personality and psychotherapy. Applying 


el the two-stage model even more directly to 
Dan, the phenomena of language, we have the 
AN work of Cofer and his associates on se- 
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mantic generalization and related phe- 
Decoding Encoding nomena [53, 50, 52], the work of Osgood 
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mediation process; a two-stage ing [179, 193], and the more recent writ- 

model of language behavior. ings of Mowrer [171, 172] on the 
psychological nature of the sentence. 

The essential nature of the mediation process can be described 
briefly in terms of the symbolic diagram in Fig. 2. Whenever some 
originally neutral stimulus (sign-to-be, ©) is repeatedly associated 
with another stimulus (significate, S) which regularly and_ reliably 
elicits a predictable pattern of total behavior (Rr), the neutral stimulus 
will become associated with some portion (tm) of this total behavior as a 
representational mediation process. This is a conditioning postulate with 
a difference—namely, that the mediating reaction to the sign is not the 
same as that made to the significate, but rather consists of those most 
readily conditionable, least effortful, and least interfering components 
of the original overt reaction. Such a process is representational because 
the reaction made to the sign is part of the very same behavior made to 
the thing signified; it is mediational because the distinctive self-stimula- 
tion (Sm) can become associated selectively with various instrumental 
acts (Rx) which are appropriate to the thing signified. It is obviously 
adaptive biologically for such symbolic reactions to become as truncated 
or reduced in amplitude as possible while still generating a distinctive 
cue, and in the language behavior of humans we see this reduction proc- 
ess carried to its maximum extent. 
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It can be seen that what has been done, in effect, is to break the 
total behavioral sequence between S and R into two parts. We may refer 
to associations between signs and mediators (EI > rm) as decoding 
habits and to those between mediators and overt instrumental reactions 
(sm Rx) as encoding habits. It is assumed that all of the conceptual 
machinery of single-stage S-R theory (e.g., habit formation, generaliza- 
tion, inhibition, etc.) apply to each of the stages of the mediation model. 
While such a conception increases the explanatory power of learning 
theory tremendously, it also represents a retreat from the (ideal) ob- 
jectivity of Skinner’s system. This is because representational mediators 
are by their very nature difficult to observe, even with sensitive apparatus 
and even if we knew where to look. This is why such mediators are best 
treated as hypothetical constructs, having response properties in decod- 
ing and stimulus properties in encoding which we try to anchor to 
observables as securely as we can; and this is why it is so important to 
develop objective indexes of such processes, which are independent of 
the instrumental behaviors predicted from them. We will return to this 
problem at a later point. 

How does this two-stage conception increase the explanatory power 
of learning theory? In the first place, as noted above, it provides directly 
for a psychological theory of meaning. Signs, both perceptual and 
linguistic, have their essential semantic or representational character 
because they elicit in their users part of the same behavior produced by 
the things signified. Given the mediational character of the process, 
signs can come to elicit overt instrumental acts which “take account of” 
the things signified. Symbolic, meaningful processes are central to all 
social behavior, and a learning theory which accounts for meaning is 
immediately more useful in the social sciences [cf. Osgood, 181]. 

But does the interpretation of meaningful symbolic behaviors require 
postulation of implicit mediational processes of this kind? In a paper 
titled “An Analysis of Meaning,” Noble [176] defined the meaning 
of a sign as the average number of associations given to it in a minute’s 
time (m); however, in his subsequent papers he has referred to this 
index as the “meaningfulness” of a sign—and appropriately enough, 
Jenkins and Russell [108] report a correlation of +.71 between Noble's 
m and Osgood’s index of meaningfulness (polarization of semantic dif- 
ferential judgments, see below). The idea that meaning is nothing more 
than association has been taken up by Bousfield, Cohen, and Whitmarsh 
[27], who, in the Skinnerian tradition, state that a verbal sign produces 
its subvocal response, which then mediates a composite of associative 
verbal responses, these latter constituting the “meaning” of the original 
sign. A similar notion has most recently been proposed by Flavell [72, 
73]. He suggests that the meaning of a sign has at least two components, 
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a representational process reflecting the attributes of the referent itself 
(Osgood's ra), and one reflecting the attributes of nonreferents fre- 
quently associated with the sign. Using judged cooccurrence in cx- 
perience (C) as an index of the latter, he proceeds to demonstrate that 
a combination of semantic differential similarity with C predicts judged 
semantic similarity better than either index alone. In a paper titled 
“Meaning and m: Correlated but Separate,” Staats and Staats [239] 
analyze this issue most insightfully, concluding that although the same 
operation (contiguities in verbal experience) tends to strengthen both 
representational and associative processes, accounting for both the cor- 
relation between m and semantic-differential polarization and the fact 
that a word tends to have the same meaning as its associates, it is also 
necessary that signs acquire meaning through association with non- 
verbal referents at some point, Deese [57] also arrives at the conclusion 
that what he terms “asociative meaning” is separable from meaning in 
the more traditional senses. 

The phenomenon of semantic generalization was cited as one of the 


having similar representational processes and thus similar meanings. This 
obviously applies to a class of meaningful words like happy, gleeful, 
joyous, ete, When a new overt reaction is conditioned to one of them, 
it is abo being conditioned to the self-stimulation (ss) of the mediation 
process characteristic of this sign, To the extent that the other signs 
elicit similar mediation processes, they will abo tend to produce this 
new reaction in the test situation. Such semantic generalization has been 
demonstrated from object to sign, from sign to object, and from sign to 
sign; the rather extensive literature here is summarized in Osgood [180] 


a 152), and certain aspects of perception [Berlyne, 13; Osgood, 
The main difficulty with the two-stage model, of course, lies in the 


(eg, the semantic differential—cf. Quantification of Language Data) 
and test the theory through the inferred functions of such mediators in 
situations where a single-stage model is insufficient. The semantic 

paradigm is one such test: Ryan [212], Dicken [59], and 
Baxter [8] have all demonstrated that meaningful similarity, as indexed 


by the semantic differential, is predictive of magnitude of mediated 
transfer; but these studies have also shown that other bases for mediated 
transfer must also be involved, such as associative tendencies and denota» 


properties of single-stage $-R habits, then massed of it should 
produce temporary weakening of the connection, Using the semantic 
differential as an index, such weakening should be reflected in reduced 
polarization (intensity of extremeness) of judgments of the sign. Lambert 
and Jakobovits have pursued this hypothesis in a series of ingenious ex- 
periments [99, 100, 127]: 

The first study demonstrated that semantic satiation did occur 
significantly for experimental subjects (€g, repeat child, measure mean- 
ing of child) as compared with silence-control subjects (no repeat child, 
measure meaning of child), with different-word-control subjects (repeat 
war, measure meaning of child), or retest-control subjects (measure 
child, remeasure child). It was also shown that panam we of a 
nonsense item having the same vocalic form as a ul word did 
not produce satiation (eg, repeat nuka, measure canoe versus repeat 
canoe, measure canoe). 

The second study compared crowlinguistic satiation effects [7 
repeat house, measure maison) for compound bilinguals (assumed to 
have the same. mediation proceses for translation-equivalent signs) 
versus coordinate bilinguals (asumed to have somewhat different 
mediators for translation-equivalent signs). As predicted, compound 
bilinguals displayed greater satiation effects than 


the time required by the subject to do that addition task. 
Further evidence for semantic satiation, using judgments as to 


A Three-stage (or Level) Model 
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S-R theorists have attempted—as far as I know, none have succeeded— 
to deal effectively with the nonmeaningful aspects of perception, such as 
perceptual grouping and closure. This, I think, is because a kind of 
sensory integration, or S-S learning, is involved here. Similarly, on the 
output side of behavior, we have the problem of motor skills. S-R 
theorists have usually tried to explain such skills as shoe tying, typing, 
and playing an instrument in terms of proprioceptive feedback—each 
muscle movement in a sequence producing proprioceptive self-stimulation 
which becomes the cue for the following movement. But the speed and 
complexity of such skills, particularly those of vocal speech, defy such a 
peripheral interpretation. 

We can borrow and rephrase a notion developed by Hebb [85] in 
his analysis of cell assemblies, and call it an integration principle. The 
greater the frequency with which stimulus events (S-S) or response 
events (R-R) have been paired in the input or output experience of the 
organism, the greater will be the tendency for their central neural cor- 
relates to activate each other. In essence this principle states that re- 
dundancies in either the sensory input or motor output of an organism 
come to be mirrored in its central nervous system, presumably at some 
level more central than the projection systems (since the latter display 
both isomorphism and unmodifiability). If the input or output pairing 
frequency is high, the occurrence of one central event may become a 
sufficient condition for the central occurrence of the others with which 
it has been associated, and we have what could be called an evocative 
integration. On the sensory side, the completing or closure of familiar 
perceptions on the basis of sketchy sensory information would be an ex- 
ample; on the motor side, the tightly welded skill components that enter 
into all organized activities, like the syllables of spoken language, would 
be examples. If the frequency of input or output pairing is less, the 
occurrence of one central event may merely “tune up,” or increase the 
probability of, the occurrence of the others with which it has been as- 
sociated, and we have what might be called a predictive integration. 
Such predictive integrations provide an experience-based stability in both 
decoding and encoding activities of the organism. Hearing part of a 
familiar phrase is predictive of the remainder (cf. Skinner’s intraverbal 
behavior) ; lighting a cigarette is predictive of the movement of blowing 
out the match—in fact we sometimes misperceive or misbehave in terms 
of our expectancies and dispositions. In other words, there is a syntax 
of perceiving and behaving, just as there is for linguistic decoding and 
encoding, and I am suggesting that these redundancies are based upon 
the formation of S-S and R-R integrations. 

There is very little evidence bearing directly and critically on 
sensory (S-S) and motor (R-R) integration, and what I have been able 
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to uncover is summarized in my Nebraska Symposium on Motivation 
paper [183]. All of the evidence relating visual and auditory thresholds for 
words to frequency of exposure to these words is relevant [Howes and 
Solomon, 95; Solomon and Postman, 234; Rosenzweig and Postman, 
208, 209]. There is suggestive evidence that the learning of integrations 
is relatively independent of motivation and reinforcement. For example, 
Postman [202] reports an experiment by Barbara Cohn in which the 
frequency of both reading and pronouncing nonsense items and rein- 
forcement consequences (reward or punishment) were varied— “the 
effects of frequency of exercise were considerably greater” upon recog- 
nition thresholds. That the effect of frequency of exposure upon 
threshold is not simply a matter of reducing the number of alternatives 
from which to choose is demonstrated in an ingenious experiment by 
Postman and Rosenzweig [204] in which frequencies of exposure to 
nonsense materials in both visual and auditory modalities were varied 
and threshold tests carried out in either the same or the other modality. 
Although thresholds were lowered under all conditions as compared with 
a control group not having pretraining (i.e. reduction of alternatives 
does play some role), they were lowered most when the threshold test 
was in the same modality as the training (i.e., there is a modality- 
specific effect). There is also the question of whether it is frequency of 
exposure to stimulus patterns [Osgood, 183] or frequency of previously 
emitting the response [Howes, 92]. The former view leads to the ex- 
pectation that changes in threshold should be independent of pronun- 
ciation of the items; surprisingly, no unambiguous evidence seems to be 
available on this matter. It also implies that previous visual training 
(with pronounciation) on words should not affect visual thresholds for 
their homonyms (which are pronounced the same but look different) ; 
Neisser has produced just such evidence [174]. 

This three-stage (or level) model of behavior is certainly much more 
complicated than the S-R conception that Skinner uses, but one should 
not expect a sufficient conception (if indeed this is) of language behavior, 
man’s most distinctive activity, to be altogether simple. Furthermore, as 
is suggested by Fig. 3, this more complicated model happens to match, 
component for component, the Shannon model for information trans- 
mission, as rearranged to constitute an individual communicating unit. 
Thus signs as physical-stimulus events (Message input) must first be 
recoded into nervous impulses at the receptor level and projected to the 
higher centers. This necessarily sketchy information is completed as the 
most probable perceptual integration in terms of past input redundancies 
(Receiver). This completed pattern of sensory impulses elicits that 
representational mediating reaction with which it is most strongly as- 
sociated, which constitutes the decoding of the significance of the sign 
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(Destination). Turning to the output side, the mediation process as a 
pattern of self-stimulation (Source), in combination with stimulation 
from the integrative level, selects among alternative motor integrations, 
which constitutes intentional encoding. Finally, this pattern of activity in 
the motor nervous centers (Transmitter) is projected to the eflector 
systems and recoded into the physical events which constitute behavior. 
Also indicated in Fig, 3 is the fact that the representational system 
(significances, intentions) may be short-circuited entirely, as in over- 
learned sensorimotor skills like reading out loud or tying one’s shoes. 

It should be stressed that the symbols in this model represent con- 
structs in a behavioral theory. Identification and elaboration of their 
neurophysiological correlates is another matter and illustrates one of the 
many places where psycholinguistics impinges on other disciplines. We 
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Fio. 3. A three-stage, integration-mediation model of language behavior. 


will consider this and other relationships at a later point. Not shown in 
this diagram—which is complicated enough already—is the fact that 
at cach level we have hierarchies of alternatives from which selection 
must be made. Thus any subset of input signals will be associated with a 
number of alternative integrations, cach perceptual integration will be 
associated with a hierarchy of alternative mediators or significances, and 
so on. Selection from among such hierarchies (or decision in the behavior 
system ) depends upon the momentary pattern of antecedent events at 
each point, in much the same manner that Skinner has analyzed the 
emission probabilities of verbal responses in S-R terms. 


THE “LINGUISTICS” IN PSYCHOLINGUISTICS' 


Linguistics is a descriptive science. It describes the code of any 
language, the set of distinctions that differentiate alternative messages, 

"A more detailed discussion of linguistic methods is given elsewhere in this 
volume in a chapter by Floyd Lounsbury. 
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as exhaustively, economically, and elegantly as possible, Its essential 
method is logical analysis of functional identities and contrasts in the 
sound continuum. The linguist starts with the infinitely and continuously 
variable sounds that are actually produced (phone sequences) and ends 
with the minimum number of necessary and sufficient classes of sounds 
that make a difference in this particular language ( phonemes), the rules 
of their combination into meaningful units (morphemes), and the rules 
of combination of these meaningful units into utterances (syntax). 
Although in theory the linguist requires nothing from the language user 
other than a sample of his natural speech, in actual field practices he 
uses judgments of sameness or difference in meaning from his informant 
—but, this is all. As a structural linguist he is never concerned with what 
things mean in a referential sense. 

To get something of the flavor of linguistic analysis, let us suppose 
that the first space expedition from Mars lands in your own back yard 
and the expedition’s linguist selects you as an informant, He is trained in 
phonetics, i.e., trained to transcribe the strange sounds he hears into 
some arbitrary notational system that catches even the subtle nuances— 
because he has no way of knowing ahead of time just what variable 
features in the sound continuum will prove to be significant. He has also 
had the “bias” trained out of his ears—the tendency to perceive signals 
that make a difference in one’s own language but to be oblivious to those 
which do not. This very basic methodological matter sets some interesting 
psycholinguistic problems, as we shall see momentarily. 

Perhaps our Martian linguist begins by pointing at various objects 
and having you label them nail, tree, bush, leaf, house, mouse, pail, 
and so on. He is particularly on the lookout for minimal pairs, phone 
sequences that are identical except for a single crucial distinction 
(which the informant agrees makes a difference in meaning). Even from 
the small sample of your labeling language, it would be immediately 
Apparent to the linguist that certain distinctions between /n/ and /p/ 
and between /h/ and /m/ are phonemic because they provide the 
minimal contrast between nail/pail and house /mouse, respectively, What 
may be very similar sounds physically, and perhaps nonphonemic in his 
own language, prove to be distinctive in English—for example, the slight 
difference between /p/ (not voiced) and /b/ (voiced) which he notes 
in such contrasts as tap/tab, slop/slob, and rope/robe and which you 
asure him makes a difference in meaning. Occasionally he has you 
repeat things and notes that you may make certain changes that are 
apparently nonsignificant in the code—for example, on repeating the 
word tag you elongate the vowel to ta:g for emphasis. Such variations 
are said to be in free variation. Had our Martian linguist landed in Italy, 
he would have found that vowel length can be phonemic, €g., fatto 
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and fa:tio could mean different things. He also notes that /p/ at the 
beginning of a minimal free form in your utterances is aspirated, as in 
pin, whereas /p/ at the end is not, as in stop. Is this difference phonemic? 
Since nowhere in his rapidly growing corpus (sample of speech) does he 
find an initial /p/ that is not aspirated or a final /p/ that is, he con- 
cludes that these two forms are allophones of the same /b/ phoneme. In 
other words, these are alterations in the same signal in the code that 
are completely predictable from the immediate phonetic environment. 
Actually each phoneme in a language is a class of allophones, since the 
exact noise made is conditioned by the antecedent and subsequent motor 
states in these rapidly executed skills—and this highlights another psy- 
cholinguistic problem. 

The result of such an analysis is the reduction of a near-infinity of 
different sounds in a language to a limited number (perhaps thirty or so 
in English) of phonemes which are the classes of signals that constitute 
the code. An even greater reduction has been achieved by analyzing 
these phonemes into sets of distinctive features [cf. Jakobson, Fant, 
and Halle, 103]. For example, /p/ differs from /b/, /t/ from /d/, 
/k/ from /g/, and /s/ from /z/—all on the basis of the same distinctive 
feature, nonvoicing of the former member of each pair and voicing of 
the latter. Other distinctive features, such as those associated with 
tongue position, nasalization, and the like, produce other sets of con- 
trasts between phonemes, and we end up with each phoneme defined 
as a particular bundle of these distinctive features. In languages studied 
so far, the number of distinctive features—the minimal, irreducible 
signals in the code—runs to only about six to ten. This is a powerful 
reduction indeed. 

Essentially the same method of analysis is applied to the larger units 
of language behavior. The grammar of a language is usually studied at 
two levels. Morphology deals with the structure of words, whereas syntax 
deals with the combination of words into phrases and sentences. A morph 
is a form composed of one or more phones which, unlike the smaller units 
of which it is composed, has a meaning. In strict analogy to the phoneme, 
the morpheme is a class of forms which have the same meaning. Thus 
the pluralizing morpheme /s/ is actually a class of somewhat different 
morphs which are conditionally dependent upon the antecedent context 
but which have the same meaning—thus the /-s/ of cats, the /-z/ of 
boys, and the /-iz/ of roses. The rules for identifying different morphemes 
are like those for identifying different phonemes. Morphs which have 
complementary distributions (like the plurals above) and hence never 
appear in identical contexts are collected as allomorphs of the same 
morpheme. Morphs which form contrasts in otherwise identical en- 
vironments must be members of different morpheme classes—for ex- 
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ample, the contrasts of all possible substitutions in the frame, ieh 
(walked, talked, flipped, sipped, etc.), would identify a large number 
of lexical morphemes and the contrasts in the frame, man/—/ (-1y, -ish, 
-like) would identify a smaller number of grammatical morphemes. 

Syntax deals with the combination of morphemes into constructions. 
The boundaries of these larger syntactical units are usually identified 
by juncture and intonation clues, e.g., the falling intonation and relatively 
long silence at the end of certain types of sentences. An important notion 
here is that of immediate constituents and substitution within otherwise 
constant frames. Starting with a complete utterance, as identified by the 
above criteria, e.g., a sentence like The wily politician keeps his eye on 
the public opinion polls, the linguist finds that boundary at which the 
largest number of substitutions can be made according to the formal rules 
of English. This first set of major immediate constituents is usually the 
subject/predicate constituents. Retaining the wily politician, we can 
substitute almost ad infinitum for the remainder of the sentence—eats his 
dinner, flew away, must have swallowed the moon, and so on, regardless 
of referential sense. Similarly, retaining keeps his eye on the public 
opinion polls, we can substitute any noun phrase congruent with his—he, 
the Mad Hatter, a roly-poly scientist, etc. 

Having established this major structural division of the English 
utterance, the linguist may proceed to analyze the subject segment into 
its immediate constituents. Since many more alternatives can be given 
on both sides of a boundary between the wily and politician (e.g., the 
happy, the smooth, a happy, the, a, etc.; statesman, rabbit, bread, stone, 
man, child, etc.) than on both sides of a boundary between the and 
wily politician (e.g., only a few alternatives can be used in place of the, 
for example, a, one, many a, the very, and the like), this forms a di- 
vision of the subject into the head of the noun phrase and its modifiers. 
Continuing such analysis to morphemes as the immediate constituents of 
free forms and phonemes as the immediate constituents of morphemes, 
one arrives at a hierarchical structure of units within units. 

Considerable excitement in recent years has resulted from a mono- 
graph by Noam Chomsky titled Syntactic Structures [46]. According to 
Chomsky, the grammar of a language is a theory about how its users 
produce and understand new sentences. It is a model that will generate 
all possible sentences that ordinary speakers of English, say, would accept, 
but it will not generate sentences unacceptable to English speakers. 
(Here we might enter a methodological caveat: Maclay and Sleator, 
[149] in an empirical study of what kinds of sentences the ordinary 
English-speaking person will or will not accept, find that he is indeed a 
very slender reed on which to rest a theory—3 out of 21 college students 
even accepted Label break to calm about and as being grammatical!) 
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Chomsky discards the finite-state Markov process model (according to 
which sentences are generated word by word in terms of the transitional 
dependencies associating words in past experience) on the ground that 
it is necessarily finite and will generate non-English sentences. He dis- 
cards the phrase-structure model (according to which all sentences can 
be generated by expansion from a small set of “kernel” sentences by 
applying certain rules) as being either inefficient and inelegant (if suf- 
ficient) or insufficient (if efficient and elegant). His own transforma- 
tional model adds to a basic “kernel” sentence (noun phrase/verb 
phrase) and its expansions a set of transformation rules which specify 
certain rearrangements of sentence elements under certain conditions 
(e.g., question transformations, passive transformations, etc.). It seems 
to this writer that all three levels of theory are necessary for an adequate 
description of the generation of sentences, and no one is sufficient. Trans- 
formations, as Chomsky shows, must operate on the units arrived at by 
phrase-structure analysis, and within these phrase units it appears [cf. 
Maclay and Osgood, 148] that transitional probabilities operate on the 
selection of elements. 

This very brief presentation of linguistic method makes no pretense 
at adequacy. The classic treatise on linguistic methods was Bloomfield’s 
Language [19]. A more recent elaboration of Bloomfield’s techniques 
may be found in Harris's Methods in Structural Linguistics [83], and a 
concise summary is available in Bloch and Trager’s Outline of Linguistic 
Analysis [18]. Fries’s The Structure of English [75] applies linguistic 
methods to an analysis of English grammar and syntax. Nor does this 
presentation give any idea of the range of linguistic studies [cf. Carroll, 
40]—the recording and analysis of innumerable unwritten and rapidly 
disappearing exotic languages, the typology of language families, the 
comparative analysis and historical study of major language families (¢.g., 
Indo-European, Semitic-Hamitic, Finno-Ugrian), the analysis of relations 
between language and culture, bilingualism, and methods of efficient 
language teaching, to name only some. 


QUANTIFICATION OF LANGUAGE DATA 


The discrete quantal nature of linguistic units means that language 
behavior lends itself admirably to statistical frequency analysis. However, 
linguists, developing out of a philosophical-humanistic tradition, have 
relied on essentially nonquantitative logical methods, for the most part. 
Thus they have been content to state what initial clusters, including /k/, 
can occur in English (/kl/, /kr/, /kj/, /kw/, /sk/, /skl/, /skr/, and 
/skj/, as in clay, cry, cure, quit, skill, sclerosis, scream, and skew, re- 
spectively), but they have not inquired into the relative frequency of 
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such clusters. When this is done, and frequency of clustering is described 
as a function of the number of distinctive features separating phonemes 
fef. Saporta, 215], a very interesting relation is found for both English 
and Spanish, such that clustering is a normal function of feature 
separation. Neither very similar consonants (which would be difficult 
for the decoder to discriminate) nor very dissimilar consonants (which 
would be difficult for the encoder to produce in rapid execution) tend to 
appear in clusters. This nonstatistical bias often leads the linguist into 
What most social scientists would consider rather ludicrous situations. 
For example, if we list all of the pluralizing morphs that can occur in 
English, including all loan words from other languages (like the alumni 
of Latin), we end up with a monstrous number. A frequency analysis, 
on the other hand, yields only three major forms, the familiar /-s/, /-£/, 
and /-iz/. These are what the linguist calls the “productive” forms in 
English—those forms which the English speaker produces in linguistically 
unfamiliar situations (eg, in pluralizing nonsense syllables such as 
nox/iz/, zut/s/, and wuv/z/,—we would seldom refer to a group of 
nox as nox/i/). This matter of productivity of grammatical stems is 
obviously a psycholinguistic problem—in fact, an instance of the lawful 
relation between amount of generalization and habit strength. 


Frequency Analysis 

Although some frequency studies have been made or suggested by 
structural linguists [ef. Carroll, 40, pp- 61-63 for a summary] and the 
number of such studies is now increasing rapidly as linguists are coming 
into more fruitful contact with social scientists, most statistical studies 
of language behavior have originated elsewhere, The rather magnificent 
regularities described by Zipf [268], for which Mandelbrot [153] has 
provided mathematical rationale, arc a case in point. When he plots the 
frequency of usage of newspaper words against their rank order of fre- 
quency, both on log scales, he obtains nearly linear functions—and 
essentially the same relation is found for nearly all large samples of 
language behavior, regardless of the units studied. Skinner (225), for 
example, found the same relation to hold for responses in word-associa- 
tion tests, and I expect that the same law would hold for relative fre- 
quencies of alternative syntactical constructions. Just what is this type 
of hierarchical structure? It is one in which a small number of alter- 
natives have a very high frequency of occurrence and a large number 
of alternatives have a very low frequency of occurrence. One suspects 
that this is the kind of habit-family hierarchy that develops naturally 
when the principles of learning operate freely in 
natives. Even rats display the same lawfulness; when they are turned 
loose in a multialternative checkerboard maze in which all choices are 
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rewarded, they show the same hierarchical system of choices [cf. Dashiel, 
55]. However, Miller, Newman, and Friedman [161] find that when 
a sample of written English is divided syntactically into function versus 
content words, the frequency/rank-frequency and frequency/rank-length 
functions are markedly different—not what would be expected from two 
random samples of the same population. Content words are longer than 
function words and their probabilities are relatively independent of their 
length. 

Psychologists generally will be most familiar with the practically 
oriented studies of Thorndike [249] and his student Lorge [141] in 
counting the frequencies of words in samples of English texts. Not only 
has this work been of great value to educators, but it has provided the 
base for more strictly psychological studies on language behavior—the 
work of Howes and his collaborators on word recognition cited earlier 
is one example. It is now common practice to take into account the fre- 
quency of usage of words in any experiment using them, whether it be an 
association study or one on perceptual defense. Units other than words 
have been counted, for example, phonemes and syllables in English 
[Dewey, 58] and parts of speech in English [French, Carter, and Koenig, 
74]. Differences in such counts as vocabulary size and diversity [Carroll, 
39; Chotlos, 48], punctuation [Thorndike, 250], and verb-adjective 
ratios [Busemann, 37; Boder, 20] have been used to get at individual 
differences in style [see Miller, 154, for a summary of such work]. Yule 
[267] has contributed heavily to the statistical treatment of frequency 
counts and their application to style, and a recent book on such matters 
has been written by Herdan [87]. Actually, many linguists have criticized 
counts of this type [e.g., Olmsted and Moore, 178], but it is the inade- 
quate definition of the units to be counted, not the statistical analysis 
itself, which deserves the criticism. Linguistic methods can do much to 
improve statistical approaches to language. Rubenstein and Aborn [210] 
provide a valuable summary of frequency studies in psycholinguistics in 
recent years, 


Information Theory Analysis 


Strictly speaking, information theory, particularly as it has been 
used in psychology, is not a theory in the sense of explanation and pre- 
diction. It is, rather, an extension of probability theory mathematics 
which provides some very useful descriptive measures of the distribution 
of probabilities of occurrence among alternatives. It offers a distinctive 
unifying concept, that of entropy (or, more intuitively useful for psy- 
chologists, uncertainty) and a highly generalizable unit of measure- 
ment, the bit, which equals the amount of information gained by reducing 
the uncertainty in a situation by half. The two fundamental measures, 
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from which many derivatives can be made, are the absolute uncertainty 
of a set of alternatives 


H = —2p(i) loge p(i) 


where i refers to an alternative, and the conditional uncertainty of a 
set of alternatives, given knowledge of what antecedent events have 
occurred 


Hı(J) = —3p(ij) loge pili), 


where i refers to antecedent events and j to subsequent or dependent 
events. The H of any system is maximal when all alternatives are equally 
probable; it is zero when only one alternative can occur (and hence is 
perfectly predictable). Since the conditional uncertainty Hı(J) represents 
the amount of unpredictability remaining in the dependent system when 
antecedent events are known, subtracting this value from the absolute 
uncertainty of the dependent system Hy immediately yields the amount 
of information transmitted between them (or the amount of redundancy 
in the case of sequential events). The basic notions of information theory 
have been treated elsewhere by Miller [155], by Quastler et al. [206], 
and, in particular reference to language, by Miller [154] and Wilson 
[192]. It has been extended to human communication problems more 
broadly by Osgood and Wilson [194], by Schramm [218], and by Cherry 
[45]. (See also the chapter by Frick in Vol. 2 of this series. ) 

The application of information theory measurements makes minimal 
assumptions about the data—essentially, that the alternatives involved 
in any system can be distinguished as being different and that their re- 
occurrences can be identified and counted. This fits the linguistic method 
nicely, since at each level of analysis of a language the linguist merely 
notes what different alternatives are possible without inquiring into 
how similar or different they are. Thus for any location or frame in con- 
tinuous speech he can identify the substitution class, e.g., substitution 
in the frame, He went (1) the (2), yields mainly a set of alternative 
prepositions for 1 and a set of alternative nouns for 2, and someone inter- 
ested in such matters can determine the relative frequencies. Computation 
of H for both distribution 1 and distribution 2 will indicate the absolute 
amount of uncertainty for each class, which in this case would undoubt- 
edly be much greater for the noun class. Computation of HıJ, the condi- 
tional uncertainty, enables us to determine the degree to which the selec- 
tion of nouns (J) is dependent upon or correlated with selection of prep- 
ositions (7) in such phrases; it would reflect the fact that there are cer- 
tain things (nouns) we are more likely to go in, others that we are more 
likely to go over, and so forth. 
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Such a measure of redundancy in messages can be extended to any 
order of approximation to actual English messages by increasing the 
number of units which constitute the antecedent context. Analyses of 
this type have been made of sequences of vowels and consonants in 
written languages [Newman, 175], sequences of letters in English [Shan- 
non, 221], and phoneme sequences in English [Osgood and Wilson, 194]. 
Aborn and Rubenstein [1] have studied the effect of position in sentence 
contexts of 6-, 11-, and 25-word length upon the frequency distributions 
of various word classes [nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and function 
words, as determined by Fries’s system of classification, 75]; the dis- 
tributions were remarkably similar. Aborn, Rubenstein, and Sterling [2]_ 
had subjects guess the missing word in sentences when sentence length, 
position in sentence, and word class of missing word were systematically 
varied; the major findings were that (1) predictability is inversely re- 
lated to number of alternatives in a word class, and (2) a bilaterally 
distributed context produces greater predictability than either antecedent 
or subsequent contexts. 

Another general type of situation in which information theory meas- 
ures are used is one in which the organism is treated as a channel whose 
characteristics are estimated from the dependency relations between 
input (stimuli) to it and output (responses) from it (see Fig. 1b), again 
using conditional entropy Hı] as the essential measure. Garner 
Hake [76] described the basic methodology here, in relation to psycho- 
physical judgments. Bendig [9] has applied the same model to a com- 
munication situation in which uncertainty is reduced in a modified 
game of Twenty Questions. Miller and Selfridge [163] have shown that 
case of learning sequential words increases with their approximation to 
English prose. Rubenstein and Aborn [210, pp. 292-294] summarize 
some dozen recent experiments on recognition, learning, and skill per- 
formance which together support the generalization that increasing 
redundancy of input information is facilitative. 

The intelligibility test is another verbal situation where the communi- 
cator is treated as a channel. Miller, Heise, and Lichten [160] showed 
that as the amount of information in the input (e.g., number of alter- 
natives available) increased, the number of words decoded correctly 
as a constant signal-to-noise ratio went down. This leads to the question 
of channel capacity [cf. Miller, 156]. As the number of alternatives 
or amount of uncertainty in the input information increases, the selec- 
tion of appropriate alternatives by the operator (individual communi- 
cating unit) at first keeps pace, then falls off, and finally becomes asymp- 
totic, i.c., has reached its capacity. This limit is presumably set by that 
system within the communicator which is capable of the least fine dis- 
criminations or smallest number of discriminations per unit time. Miller 
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has adduced a great deal of experimental data—most of it nonlinguistic, 
however—to show that channel capacities in many different modalities 
and tasks seem to run close to two or three bits of information, i.c., about 
seven alternatives. But, as Miller points out, capacity can be increased 
by organizing information into larger “chunks” in terms of internal re- 
dundancies. The sensory and motor integrations discussed earlier in 
learning theory terms would be one example of the organization of in- 
formation into chunks in terms of internal redundancies, James G. 
Miller [164] has suggested that the effects of information input over- 
load are functionally the same, whether observed at the level of the 
individual cell, the organ (e.g., the visual brain), the individual, or the 
group, and he has inquired into the mechanisms of adjustment to over- 
load (e.g., omission, error, cueing, filtering, cutting categories). 

A third type of situation in which information theory measures can 
be applied is that in which information in a source is transmitted to a 
destination via some channel (see Fig. le). Ordinary conversation be- 
tween two individuals would be one obvious example, but another drawn 
from the field of communication via facial expressions [ef, Osgood, 
206, pp. 374-386] will more clearly illustrate some of the limitations 
in information theory measurement, Forty emotional intentions, as in- 
dexed by printed words like acute sorrow on slips of paper given to 
actors, are encoded on the facial-visual channel and decoded as alter- 
native emotional significances, as indexed by selection by judges among 
the same forty printed terms. Now, since we have the same alternatives 
in both sources and judges, it is possible to order intentions and signifi- 
cances in corresponding ways for both the input and output dimensions 
(rows and columns) of our information-transmission matrix, All cases 
where judges select the same emotional significance as that intended by 
the actors would fall in the diagonal of such a matrix—but such re- 
ordering of alternatives would in no way affect H or HJ. In other words, 
information theory measures do not distinguish between simple reduction 
of uncertainty (dependency) and the correspondence of output to input 
(fidelity), where correspondence can be determined by some external 
criterion. If all judges select sullen anger when the actor intended in- 
trigued interest, there is just as much information transmitted as when 
all judges select the correct state. 

‘Another limitation of information theory measures is that they do 
not take into account the similarity of alternatives. In the case of facial 
expressions, it was possible to perform a dimensional analysis which, in 
effect, ordered the judgments of expressions successively in terms of three 
similarity dimensions having a multiple r of .70 with the intentions. Thus 
in some cases it is possible to order input and output alternatives simulta- 
neously in terms of similarity and in terms of correspondence, but informa- 
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tion-transmission measures take account of neither—saying contempt when 
disgust was intended is just as much of a miss as saying glee. It is possible 
that this similarity problem can be handled partially in terms of recoding 
(i.e., by combining categories in proportion to their indiscriminability), 
but we still have the problem of applying a discrete method to essentially 
continuous data. 

There is, finally, an important point of juncture between information 
measurement, linguistics, and learning theory that should be stressed. 
Linguistic method, as we have seen, identifies sets of discrete alternative 
units at each level of analysis. Learning theory models involve the central 
notion of associative hierarchies. At each level of behavioral organization, 
we must assume that particular antecedents are associated with sets of al- 
ternative subsequent events (divergent competitive hierarchies) and that 
particular subsequents are associated differentially with sets of antece- 
dent events (convergent facilitative hierarchies). A major point of ar- 
ticulation is that between these associative hierarchies of learning theory 
and the substitution classes of linguistics, and information theory provides 
a highly generalizable method of describing the structure or degree of 
organization of these associative systems which result in linguistic re- 
sponses, The convergent effects of antecedent context upon modifying 
the probabilities of alternative responses, raising the probabilities of some 
and lowering others, corresponds to the reduction of conditional uncer- 
tainty or entropy in information measurement. 


Quantification of Meaning 


So far we have considered only those objective phenomena of lan- 
guage which appear as overt units in the code, A single-stage S-R con- 
ception of language behavior, like Skinner’s, would restrict itself to the 
measurement of such phenomena, However, as I have already argued, 
meaning is an important variable in behavior, particularly language be- 
havior. A two-stage conception of language behavior postulates repre- 
sentational mediation processes as having reaction properties in decoding 
and stimulus properties in encoding. These processes are equated with 
meaning in the behavioral sense. However, if such a conception is to be 
anything more than a cute theoretical device, we need to have some way 
of measuring the nature and intensity of such mediating reactions 
objectively, 

One possible way of indexing meanings quantitatively is reported 
in considerable detail in The Measurement of Meaning [Osgood, Suci, 
and Tannenbaum, 193], and only a very brief summary will be given 
here. This approach begins with the assumption that the apparently in- 
finite diversity of meanings can be reduced to variations along some lim- 
ited number of dimensions, these dimensions corresponding in theory to 


Psycholinguistics 271 


the ways in which representational mediating reactions can vary. A con- 
siderable number of factor analyses of judgments of varied concepts 
against large numbers of semantic scales (defined by polar adjectives) 
have consistently given evidence for certain major factors. The following 
in particular have appeared with regularity: 


Evaluation—good-bad, fair-unfair, beautiful-ugly, sweet-sour, etc. 
Potency—strong-weak, hard-soft, heavy-light, masculine-feminine, etc, 
Activity—active-passive, quick-slow, excitable-calm, sharp-dull, etc. 


It should be stressed that these regularly reproducible factors seem 
to represent the most generalizable and gross representational processes 
of the human animal, akin to Wundt's tridimensional theory of feeling, 
not the precise denotative discriminations of which this animal is capable. 
The aspect of the meaning of signs indexed by this technique is thus 
more their affect, connotation, or “feeling tone” than their denotative 
or referential properties—a point which has been emphasized in a 
critical review by the linguist Uriel Weinreich [259]. Thus the signs 
nurse and sincere turn out to have almost identical “meanings” by this 
method, Osgood [185] has discussed this distinction between denotative 
and connotative meaning in his reply to Weinreich’s review. Although 
no one as yet has come up with a satisfactory quantitative index of 
denotative meaning which is independent of both “connotative meaning” 
and “associative meaning,” there have been some penetrating discussions 
of the problems of reference [ef., Morris, 166; Brown, 31]. Along some- 
what similar lines, Solley and Messick [233] have shown that when cer- 
tain contingences among traits are built into the “meanings” of tribes 
of stick men as concepts in a probability-learning situation (¢.g., 15 in- 
stances of tall plus happy, 6 of short plus sad, 3 of short plus happy, 
0 of tall plus sad), the semantic differential picks up the marginal infor- 
mation very accurately (e.g, this tribe is very happy and quite tall) but 
does not reflect the internal statistical structure of the concept (e.g., that 
tall ones tend to be happy, and vice versa). 

Measuring instruments—called “semantic differentials’ —are de- 
rived from the factorial information by selecting a small number of 
seven-step scales representative of each factor (i.c. loading high on its 
factor and low on all others). Going out from the mid-position in both 
directions toward the polar terms (e.g., hard and soft), the three degrees 
of intensity are defined by the linguistic quantifiers slightly, quite, and 
extremely. Cliff [49] has demonstrated that these quantifiers do provide 
approximately equal intensity intervals when combined with a large 
variety of evaluative adjectives. These instruments have shown high 
reliability [cf. Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 193; Norman, 177), 
particularly for group data. The meaning of a particular concept to a 
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particular subject at a particular time is characterized in this method 
of measurement by a point in an n-dimensional space defined by the 
factors, this point having both direction (projection onto the several 
factors) and polarization (distance from the origin). Similarities and 
differences in meaning (of two or more concepts for the same subject 
or group, of two or more subjects or groups for the same concept, for the 
same concept and subject or group at different times) can be obtained 
by applying the generalized distance formula of solid geometry to the 
sets of factor scores, i.e., this procedure measures the distance between 
any two points, but on the assumption of approximate orthogonality of 
the factors. Jenkins and his collaborators [110] have provided a useful at- 
las of semantic profiles for 360 words, along with a table of distances 
between concepts [111]. Another paper by Jenkins [106] gives factor 
and polarization scores for these concepts. 

Meanings indexed in this fashion can be studied either as independent 
or dependent variables, and applications of the semantic differential 
technique have been made to the study of attitude change, to changes in 
meaning during psychotherapy, to the generality of semantic factors 
across language and culture, and to a variety of communication problems 
in aesthetics, advertising, and mass media effects [cf. Osgood, Suci 
and Tannenbaum, 193]. When, for example, amount of mediated gen- 
eralization between items is predicted from the measured distances be- 
tween their profiles [e.g., Ryan, 212; Dicken, 59; Baxter, 8; Lipton and 
Blanton, 140], or when difficulty in problem solving is predicted from the 
deviation of meanings of cues from their expected meanings [Solley, 232], 
or when the judged “fittingness” of visual forms to abstract verbal con- 
cepts is predicted from their semantic profiles [McMurray, 150], meaning 
is being treated as an independent variable. When, on the other hand, 
the national stereotypes held by subjects of several nationalities are 
measured [Prothro and Keehn, 205], or the shifts in concept meanings 
for the three personalities for the same woman are being gauged [Osgood 
and Luria, 189], or color symbolism is determined by profile correspond- 
ences of color terms and terms for various conditions and states [Hof- 
stäter, 89, 90], meaning is being treated as a dependent variable. This 
is only a small sample of the range of applications that have been made 
of the semantic differential technique—which testifies to the significance 
of the meaning variable rather than to the finality of the technique. 


A SAMPLE OF PSYCHOLINGUISTIC PROBLEMS 


A more extensive presentation of research problems in psycholin- 
guistics than can be presented here will be found in the monograph 
edited by Osgood and Sebeok [192] which was the joint product of a 
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number of psychologists and linguists working together throughout one 
summer. 


Psycholinguistics Units 

As compared with psychologists, linguists have been remarkably 
successful in achieving agreement on a descriptive level. The basic units 
arrived at by their logically rigorous methods, phonemes and morphemes, 
can be determined and listed for any language with ncarly perfect 
agreement between investigators. It is to be noted that the units estab- 
lished by linguistic analysis are discrete rather than continuous at all 
levels. An allophone of /t/ may be almost identical physically with an 
allophone of /d/ in certain environments, ¢.g-, in the forms traitor/ 
trader, but the decoder will hear one or the other, not any compromise. 
At the morphemic level, an /-s/ suffix on verbs in the present tense sin- 
gular is identical with an /-s/ suffix on plural nouns, yet the former 
never has any pluralizing effect. 

But the psycholinguist must ask a number of questions. Are these 
linguistic units relevant psychologically? Do they really correspond to 
units of selection in the process of decoding and encoding speech? Is it 
possible that the linguist’s units correspond to decoding segments but 
not to encoding segments? Why is it, in any case, that the units isolated 
by linguists after many years of effort as being comparable and identi- 
fiable across language communities do not correspond to those “spon- 
taneously” identified by native speakers of these languages? 

The fundamental unit which the lay speaker recognizes is the word— 
it is also the unit that nonlinguistically trained students of language 
are most likely to count. The significance of the word unit to the native 
speaker is clearly shown by the way he puts spaces between them (i.e. 
unitizes them) in his written orthography; but speakers of unwritten 
languages also seem to have no trouble isolating and repeating single 
words when serving as informants. As to finer units, the linguistically 
naive speaker is not likely to identify either morphemes or phonemes 
with any surety, but he probably does identify syllables, perhaps because 
they are associated with releases of air through the vocal muscles [cf. 
Twaddell, 255]. At any rate, when a speaker is asked to slow down, he 
typically inserts more time at syllabic boundaries. As to larger units 
than the word, something like what we call a sentence seems to be iden- 
tifiable in all languages. Again, the punctuation of printed languages 
indicates the lay speaker's awareness of such units, and the probability 
of interruption by other speakers certainly goes up at such boundaries. 

Linguists have generally been unsuccessful in rigorously defining 
these units, and many of them would question their relevance for formal 
structural analysis. Criteria which identify a syllable in one language 
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do not seem to work very well with other languages. Although sentence 
boundaries have been defined with some success in terms of intonation 
patterns and types of “final juncture,” one doubts if even these criteria 
work too well with ordinary spontaneous speech. Until very recently, 
the word has proved the least amenable unit of all to linguistic analysis; 
in fact, some linguists considered it a pseudoproblem (which, of course, 
explains neither how the orthography got unitized that way nor why this 
unit is so salient). Miller [157] has pointed up the fact that, unlike spaces 
in orthography, pauses at word boundaries are not such that a simple 
decoding machine could reliably pick them out (e.g., compare an aim 
with a name as spoken). Greenberg [81, chap. 2] has suggested a lin- 
guistic means of determining word boundaries which depends, in essence, 
upon insertion possibilities. It is characteristic of word boundaries, but not 
boundaries of finer units such as morphemes, that insertions are not speci- 
fiable and fixed in number. In the utterance The farmer killed the ugly 
duckling, for example, insertion between The and farmer, as between 
farmer and killed, is practically infinite (e.g., the happy farmer, the doctor 
and the farmer, and so on; farmer quickly killed, farmer who smokes 
killed, etc.). On the other hand, possibilities of insertion within word units 
are sharply limited by the morphological rules of the language. 

The psycholinguist is particularly interested in behavioral correlates 
of language units. There is no question but what familiar words function 
as units in perception. The sequence thelittlegirlrodeonahorse is cer- 
tainly more easily decoded than the relatively unfamiliar sequence 
thepetitebipedelopedonamare, to borrow an illustration from the Psycho- 
linguistics monograph. In a more experimental vein, the demonstration 
that reversed letters are more difficult to perceive in familiar words 
than in nonsense words [Postman, Bruner, and Walk, 203] testifies to 
the wholistic nature of the word unit. The technique of reversed speech 
has been suggested [Saporta, 192] as one means of getting at functional 
units of decoding. When a subject is asked to say boys backwards, he 
usually will produce soyb and feel that it sounds right—yet two different 
allophones of /b/ have been used, the diphthong glide /oy/ has not been 
reversed, and the morphemic alternates, /z/ and /s/ as plurals, have 
been interchanged. Such evidence suggests that, at some level, phonemes 
rather than phones, morphemes rather than morphs, and certain se- 
quences or clusters function as units. The fact that the rate of delayed 
auditory feedback at which interference with normal speech is maximal 
proves to be just about the average syllable interval [Fairbanks, 69] also 
may bear some implications for the nature of psycholinguistic units. 
Evidence has been found for similar interference effects on visuomotor 
skills under conditions of delayed visual feedback, ingeniously contrived 
by means of video-taping a subjects performance and substituting this 
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information for that obtained by watching his behavior directly [Smith, 
McCrary, and Smith, 230]. 

It is also clear that constancy and transposition effects operate 
in language decoding. Phonemes have the same “significance” in the 
code, despite continuous modifications in their physical character as 
functions of context (allophones); the meaning of a word is constant 
despite changes in the pitch of the voice producing it; and the rising in- 
tonation that signals a question in English retains this significance despite 
variations in the carrying tone of the speaker. 

Search for the functional units of encoding brings us fully into se- 
quential psycholinguistics, which proves to be a meeting ground for 
learning theorists, linguists, and information theorists. In the midst 
of ordinary conversation, the speaker is operating rapidly and more or 
less smoothly on outward-moving columns of air by contracting and re- 
laxing a set of muscles which modulate the rates and amplitudes at which 
this air vibrates, The learning theorist conceives of this operation as a 
series of responses separated one from the next by choice or decision 
points, At each of these points there is a hierarchy of response alternatives 
of varying habit strength, selection varying with momentary stimulus 
patterning from the antecedent context. Information theorists can, in 
theory at least, analyze the transitional uncertainties at such choice 
points, and when such measures are plotted in sequence, we have what has 
been called an “entropy profile.” Miller and Frick [158] have described 
the basic procedure here, an application of the theory of stochastic 
processes to response sequences. But as Carroll [40] has pointed out, 
the situation is not quite this simple. This is because we are dealing with 
a hierarchical system of units within units in which the transitional prob- 
abilities of lower-order units depend upon their organization within 
larger units. 

But how are we to get empirical estimates of these transitional prob- 
abilities? If we analyze large samples of English speech, it is feasible 
to compute transitional probabilities for smaller units like the phoneme, 
where the numbers of alternatives are relatively small, even up to the third 
or fourth order of approximation (amount of antecedent context). But 
how many mountains of English prose would we have to sample to do 
the equivalent job for the word as a unit? Miller and Selfridge [163] have 
shown that one can substitute the guesses of a group of subjects for such 
Sampling, and a new cloze-procedure method [Taylor, 247] in which 
blanks are substituted for every nth word in the message from some source 
and a group of subjects tries to replace them, follows the same logic. 

Psychologically, at any hierarchical level, we would expect the tran- 
sitions within units to be characterized by stronger habits (due to frequency 
and redundancy factors) than transitions between units. Since reaction 
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latency is a sensitive index of habit strength, we would expect the junc- 
tures (pausal phenomena) in tape-recorded spontaneous specch to give 
us some insight into the psycholinguistic units operating for the encoder. 
The junctures between words should, on the average, be somewhat 
longer than between syllables within words, the junctures between phrases 
should be longer than within phrases, and so on. Will the organization 
of encoding behavior yielded by such empirical measures correspond 
to those arrived at by linguistic analysis into the immediate constituents 
of utterances? 

What evidence we have so far [Goldman-Eisler, 77; Maclay and 
Osgood, 148] strongly suggests that this is not the case. For example, 
linguistic analysis would lead one to expect that junctures at the beginning 
of prepositional and infinitive phrases should be longer than within such 
phrases, e.g., the speaker should be more likely to say He went/ /into 
the house than He went into the/ /house, and to say I want/ /to indi- 
cate rather than I want to/ Jindicate. Intensive analysis by Maclay and 
Osgood of tape-recorded samples of Spontaneous speech from a consid- 
erable number of speakers shows this not to be the case- rather, the 
longer breaks (filled and unfilled pauses, hesitation phenomena) tend 
to occur just before lexical items within such phrases, not before the 
function words that introduce them. Goldman-Eisler finds the predicta- 
bility of words following pauses lower than that of words preceding 
pauses. This was predicted by Lounsbury [192, pp. 93-101]. The exist- 
ing evidence on this problem, then, suggests that pausal length is a func- 
tion of the uncertainty, or number of alternatives from. which selection 
must be made, at each point. It also suggests a functional separation be- 
tween at least two levels of encoding, lexical choice, and formal (gram- 
matical, phonemic) choice. 

Psychologists have never done a satisfactory job of defining the 
functional units of stimulus and response at the descriptive level. Per- 
haps we can take a hint from the linguist, who is, after all, dealing with 
a particular segment of the psychological domain, language, which is 
simultaneously the responses of one individual and stimuli for another. 
Is it possible that in behavior in general there are fine molecular units 
like the phoneme (or syllable, in encoding )—perhaps_ oft-repeated 
evocative integrations on both sensory and motor sides which enter in 
variable combinations into all perceptual and motor activities? At the 
level of meaningful units (cf. the linguist’s morphemes), is it possible 
that we could class as functionally “the same” all stimulus patterns 
which, though physically distinct, elicit a common representational 
mediation process, e.g., have the same significance to the organism? 
Seeing a smiling face, hearing “Good to see you again!” and feeling a 
hearty clap on the back might be examples of such a class. Similarly, 
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could we psychologists categorize as the same “behavioreme” all total 
response patterns elicited as alternatives by the same mediator—reaching 
and grasping a nearby object, walking toward a further one, and asking 
for it under other conditions (e.g., the response equivalence stressed by 
Tolman and others)? Some linguists, and others with linguistic training, 
have been trying to do just this for gestural communication [Birdwhistell, 
17] and for social behavior generally [Pike, 200]. Although there is 
considerable psychological naiveté in these studies, we certainly have 
not as yet solved our own descriptive problem, and these approaches via 
the linguistic model offer some promise. The big stumbling block, of 
course, lies in the matter of discreteness—structural linguists have a way 
of making discrete by fiat that which may well be continuous, since 
their method requires this absoluteness. 


Language Learning 


This is a problem with many ramifications, but one on which psy- 
chologists, linguists, and educators find some common ground. Here we 
can only suggest some of the major directions of study—learning the 
basic signals in the code, learning the rules of combination and permuta- 
tion of larger units, learning to decode and encode meanings, learning 
a new code (second-language learning), bilingualism, and language 
change. The early literature on language learning in children, which for 
the most part might be called “alinguistic,” is reviewed in extenso by 
McCarthy [145]. More characteristically psycholinguistic approaches to 
language learning may be found in Berko and Brown [12]. 

Learning the code. The linguist is able to identify the basic signals 
in any language code, its phonemes, as a set of abstractions. Experi- 
mental phoneticians (on the encoding side) and specialists in psycho- 
acoustics (on the decoding side) are trying to unravel the details of the 
process whereby these signals are produced and received, Although it is 
feasible to analyze the code as a series of discrete, segmental units (leav- 
ing aside consideration of those phonemes which are obviously supra- 
segmental, like intonation and stress), in the actual stream of speech 
there is a continuity impressed by the necessity of moving rapidly toward 
and from various points of articulation. Analysis may be focused on 
either the muscle activity of the speaker or the auditory signal produced 
(sound spectograph, etc.). Although events at both loci should be highly 
correlated (and are), there is no perfect correspondence (e.g., there are 
sets of different motor positions which do not produce discriminably 
different sounds). 

Very little seems to be known about how the young child learns to 
produce the fine units of his language correctly, but there is much 
literature on developmental stages and conditions [cf. Irwin, 98; Mc- 
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Carthy, 145; McCarthy, 146; Templin, 248]. We assume that dif- 
ferential reinforcement is operating—particularly the secondary rein- 
forcement derived when the infant produces sounds like those produced 
by reward-giving adults in its environment [cf. Mowrer, 170]—to 
select those motor-skill patterns characteristic of the child’s language 
community and cause them to be sufficiently practiced to develop 
tightly interwoven motor integrations. 

However, the vocalic skills developed through babbling practice do 
not in themselves constitute a phonemic code, even though these skills 
are essential to the learning of the code. The child only begins encoding 
when he begins producing contrasts in his vocalizations which make 
differences in meaning. This point is stressed by Jakobson [Jakobson, 
101; Jakobson and Halle, 104], who has even suggested that there is a 
period of relative silence separating babbling and code learning. He 
also believes that there is a lawful progression in the development of 
phonemic contrasts that is independent of culture and language. First 
there is the consonant-vowel contrast (as in syllable pa), then there is 
developed a nasal-oral opposition within the consonant group (as be- 
tween pa and ma), and so forth, until the differentiations characteristic 
of the parental language are realized. One might expect distinction to be 
developed also in terms of the frequencies with which certain contrasts 
are made in the language, particularly in minimal pairs (e.g., man/ 
pan). The Jakobson and Halle material does not give empirical evidence 
for these generalizations, and one can see where collecting such data 
would be difficult. How does one decide when babbling variations cease 
and meaningful distinctions begin? Leopold [132] has written a 
linguistically and psychologically sophisticated four-volume record of 
the development of language in his own bilingual child, but the mate- 
rial does not lend itself to a test of the hypothesis. In any case, the 
Jakobsonian proposition would seem to be an open invitation to the 
experimental psycholinguist interested in child development. 

The motor integrations which characterize the adult speaker’s 
phonetic repertoire are described in standard texts on experimental 
phonetics [e.g., Pike, 199] and treated in connection with more general 
theories of speech production [Stetson, 243]. The important role of 
auditory feedback in monitoring speech encoding has been stressed by 
Fairbanks [68]. Anything like a full understanding of how such motor 
skills are organized and sequenced will probably wait upon more knowl- 
edge of the neurology of the motor system. It is also probable that the 
learning of motor skills is intricately related to the learning of auditory 
discriminations, and possibly vice versa—which may account for the 
“silent period” that Jakobson suggests between babbling and encoding. 

The search for minimal units in speech decoding has led linguists 
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to the discovery of distinctive features. Although Jakobson, Fant, and 
Halle [103] depend on acoustic criteria in the main, they also describe 
what are assumed to be the motor correlates of these features, e.g., what 
is described acoustically as the grave versus acute feature (relative 
dominance of either the lower or higher noncentral regions of the sound 
spectrum) is correlated more or less with the largeness of the oral cavity. 
These minimal auditory cues are the critical “discriminanda” for se- 
lecting among alternatives in decoding. 

The Haskins Laboratory people [Cooper, Delattre, Liberman et al., 
54, 137, 138; see Liberman, 136, for summary] have developed a very 
ingenious method for determining the critical acoustic cues, a method 
in which highly simplified spectographic displays are painted on special 
materials, varied in certain ways, and converted to speech sounds which 
are judged by listeners. They have found, for example, that the fre- 
quency location of the burst following consonant constriction enables the 
listener to distinguish among the voiceless stops, /p/, /t/, and /k/, 
that the formant transitions (frequency shifts) in going from consonant 
to the following phone provide critical cues for distinguishing within 
the classes of stops and nasal consonants, and so on. Another important 
recent study in this area is one by Miller and Nicely [162]. The prob- 
ability of confusing pairs of English consonants when heard against 
increasing noise levels was measured. It was shown that auditory cues 
serve to distinguish classes of phonemes and not one phoneme from all 
others (i.e., operate in terms of distinctive features). Thus, if the burst 
which contrasts /t/ from /k/ or /p/ is masked, subjects confuse these 
three phonemes but still distinguish them as a set from other con- 
sonants on the basis of the remaining cues. Such research taken together 
is carrying us toward an understanding of how the combinations of a 
small number of acoustical cues from several independent dimensions 
permit a relatively large number of phonemic discriminations. 

Although the research outlined above tells us a great deal about 
the critical acoustical cues in speech decoding, it casts very little light 
upon the problem of how the young listener learns to react in terms 
of these cues, That the unit of decoding is at least as large as the word is 
Suggested by a recent study by Brown and Hildum [32]. It was shown 
that initial consonant clusters occurring in actual English words (even 
though rare) were perceived with fewer errors than clusters in non- 
Sense English words. In turn, these were perceived with many fewer 
errors than clusters that cannot occur in the initial position in English 
words, even though they do occur in other positions. It appears likely 
that discriminations of critical phonemic cues are developed “inci- 
dentally” in the course of learning to behave differentially to meaning- 
ful speech units. 
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It is also characteristic of any language code, as we have seen, that 
certain acoustical differences make a difference in the code (are 
phonemic) whereas others do not (are allophonic). Will the listener 
of a particular language come, through differential reinforcement, to 
make finer acoustical discriminations across phonemic boundaries than 
within them? Liberman, Harris, Hoffman, and Griffith [139] produced 
stimuli varying by small steps along the /b/-/d/-/g/ continuum and 
were able to show that English subjects do indeed discriminate better 
between stimuli lying on two sides of a phonemic boundary than between 
stimuli that both fall within the same phonemic category. Since other 
languages cut this continuum at different places, it seems likely that this 
is a learned rather than an innately determined discrimination. An ex- 
periment by Brown and Horowitz [reported in Berko and Brown, 12] 
investigated whether or not acoustic differences that make a phonemic 
difference in one language, but not in another, will influence categorizing 
behaviors indifferently in speakers of these two languages. Vowel length 
is phonemic in Navajo but not in English. The experimenter presented 
four sets of differently colored chips, two in each set, one at a time, say- 
ing ma, ma:, mo, or mo: for each of the four sets. While Harvard 
students generally divided the chips into two categories corresponding to 
the ma, ma:/mo, mo: distinction, Navajo subjects divided them into 
four sets appropriately. That this was not due to inability of the English- 
speaking subjects to hear the vowel-length difference is shown by the 
fact that they sorted “correctly” when the experimenter rejected their 
original classification. Many of them remarked that they had noticed 
some variation in the vowels originally, but had assumed it was acci- 
dental, and, as Brown observes, “there could be no better statement of 
the cognitive status of non-phonemic variations” as far as the referential 
functions of a code are concerned. 

Learning the rules of combination and permutation. Here we are 
pretty much in the dark. Linguists [cf. Chomsky, 46] are able to describe 
the grammar of any language as a set of rules which will generate all 
of the sentences acceptable to a native speaker and none unacceptable. 
This has nothing to do per se with the meaningfulness of utterances, e.g., 
an English-speaking subject will recognize This is a round square as an 
acceptable construction but will reject This are a round circle. Psy- 
chologists can speculate about the formation of predictive integrations 
among words and larger units over longer time intervals, as I have done 
[192, pp. 131-135], and even talk specifically about ordering mechanisms 
(article plus adjective is most predictive of some noun form, article plus 
noun is most predictive of some verb form, etc.), set mechanisms (the 
repetitive affixing of past-tense tags in a continued discourse, etc.), and 
congruence mechanisms (the dependence of the /-s/ on the verb in the 
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present tense when a singular subject has preceded, the dependence of 
or upon a previous either, etc.). And they can devise very clever ex- 
periments to demonstrate the grammatical meaning of certain forms. An 
example is Brown’s [30] demonstration that the selection by children 
of pictures showing action, object, or substance could be readily in- 
fluenced by the grammatical construction in which a nonsense label 
appeared, e.g, “Show me a picture of nissing,” “Show me a niss,” 
or “Show me some niss? But the actual process by which such gram- 
matical redundancies and sets are learned remains obscure. 

One important process here is what linguists refer to as “extension 
by analogy.” Having practiced with such constructions as The doggie 
eats his dinner, and The kitty chases its ball, the speaker can easily (and 
“intuitively” ) formulate the novel construction The professor adumbrates 
his thesis—if the lexical morphemes are included in his vocabulary. 
Superficially, this appears to be a kind of generalization, but, if so, it is 
a variety of mediated generalization in which the intervening reaction 
(grammatical class) is difficult to identify. Again, we seem to require at 
least two “levels” of behavioral organization. At a grammatical level, 
sequences of antecedent events are predictive of some verb form in a 
particular tense, let us say, but it requires selection among alternatives 
at some other level (semantic) before any specific verbal item, such as 
hoped, can occur. At each point in the encoding of sequential utterances, 
then, the speaker is combining selections from both grammatical and 
semantic hierarchies. 

In the language of children, extension by analogy often leads to error 
—“Look at my dirty foots, Daddy!”—but such errors are equally 
evidence that certain grammatical rules (if not their exceptions!) have 
been learned. The literature in many languages abounds with anecdotal 
evidence of such erroneous extensions by child speakers. Kahane, Kahane, 
and Saporta [114] have brought together such reports from several 
languages and systematized them. One of the difficulties with anecdotal 
evidence, as Berko and Brown note [12], is that much of it depends upon 
what the child really intended in relation to what he actually said (e.g. 
Bear eat mama up, where the child presumably meant Bear will eat mama 
up), and this distinction is difficult to make on the basis of secondhand 
evidence. 

To surmount the difficulties in naturalistic observations of everyday 
child speech and yet encourage extension by analogy as a means of test- 
ing the development of grammatical rules (which, of course, are not 
readily verbalizable even by most adults), Berko [11] utilized nonsense 
words as labels for pictures, with the child subject to supply the English 
grammatical forms. In studying plurals, for example, the child would 
be shown the picture of a small nonsense animal and told “This is a 


282 CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


wug.” Two such animals would then be shown, and the experimenter 
would say, “Now there are two of them. There are two —.” At this 
point most children would supply the form wugs with the appropriate 
allomorph, /-z/. Beyond plurals, possessives, verbal tense and adjectival 
inflexions, and several derivational forms (e.g., the adjectival /-y/ in 
meaty and the agentive /-er/ in teacher) were studied in this fashion. 
In general the results show that children overregularize as compared with 
adult norms. They do best, therefore, on forms that are most regular 
and frequent in the adult language. Unlike Russian children (according 
to Berko and Brown), they do not use suffixes in deriving words— 
whereas adults said a very little wug might be called a wuglet, the chil- 
dren said it would be a baby wug. Perhaps surprisingly, there were no 
significant sex differences in favor of girls. 

There is also evidence that syntactical structure facilitates verbal learn- 
ing apart from the ordinarily concomitant factors of meaningfulness, 
familiarity, and transitional dependency. Epstein [66; 67] compared 
the ease of learning strings of nonsense words and associated grammatical 
markers (1) arranged to be preceived as grammatically structured (e.g., 
A haky deebs reciled the dison tofenily um flutest pav) with (2) the 
same materials in syntactically unstructured order (e.g., deebs haky the um 
flutest reciled pav a tofenily dison), and these in turn with meaningful 
words (3) arranged in syntactically English order but meaningless as 
sentences (e.g., Wavy books worked singing clouds to empty slow lamps) 
as against (4) the same materials in syntactically unstructured order (¢.g., 
worked clouds slow empty to wavy singing books lamps). When these 
items were presented as wholes in ordinarily left-to-right reading orienta- 
tion, with subjects instructed to read the sentence and then try to re- 
produce it, both trials to criterion and errors to criterion displayed 
significantly greater ease of learning the structural materials, whether 
nonsense or meaningful. When, however, the same materials were 
presented as serial items in a memory drum, no significant differences as 
a function of syntactical structuring were obtained, which is a puzzling 
thing. Interestingly enough, the serial position curves were typically bow- 
shaped for the memory-drum form of presentation, but decidedly not 
bow-shaped for the normal-sentence-reading form of presentation. This 
Suggests that in the memory-drum situation the subjects were reacting 
simply in terms of a series of unrelated items. (It is also quite possible 
that the 2-second interitem rate, being much slower than that normal for 
reading, largely obliterated sequential syntactical habits. ) 

Semantic decoding and encoding. Although there is a sizable 
descriptive literature on the development of vocabulary in children [cf. 
McCarthy, 145], including appearance of the first word, relative fre- 
quencies of different parts of speech and of different sentence types and 
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complexities (all difficult things to define), there is very little on the 
process whereby the meanings of verbal signs are acquired. One im- 
portant exception is the Werner and Kaplan studies [261] on the 
accretion of meaning to artificial words by embedding them in successive 
meaningful contexts. Children nine to thirteen were used as subjects, 
giving their hypotheses after each sentence in a series, e.g, (1) We 
all admire people who have much sacxoy. (2) You need SACKOY when 
you start to do a hard job. . . . (6) You need sackoy lo fight with 
a boy bigger than you, A very detailed and productive analysis of the 
children’s protocols was made in terms of the types of solutions and 
changes with age. Another exception is Roger Brown’s most readable 
book Words and Things [31], which is largely concerned with problems 
of reference. Both words and things are analyzed as sets of categories, 
and the problem is to determine how these two types of categories are 
formed and related, Much of the material that is merely sketched in this 
survey is given flesh and spirit in Brown’s book. 

One theoretical conception of how signs acquire meaning (via the 
development of representational mediating processes) has already been 
discussed in an earlier section. Working out of this theory, but with an 
experimental design much like Werner and Kaplan’s, Dodge [60] as- 
sociated the nonsense names of fictitious tribes with adjectives having 
measured (semantic-differential) meanings, all in stories presumably 
written for the National Geographic Magazine. The development of 
assign meanings proved to be predictable from the semantic direction 
and intensity (frequency) of the meaningful signs with which they were 
associated. More conventional, if less exotic, laboratory studies of the 
development of assign meanings within the same theoretical frame of 
reference have been reported in a series of papers by Staats and his as- 
sociates, Staats and Staats [238] have demonstrated that the evaluative 
meaning of a word (e.g., large) on the semantic differential can be 
shifted in the negative direction by conditioning a GSR to it using either 
shock or loud noise as the significate. By associating a CS once each with a 
variety of different words having only a particular meaning component in 
common, e.g., plus or minus evaluation, plus or minus potency, ¢tc., 
the meanings of nonsense syllables, national and proper names, and 
other meaningful words have been modified in appropriate directions, as 
recorded in semantic-differential measurements [241; 237; 240]. And in 
yet another conditioning study of this type [242], the same relation be- 
tween intensity of meaning ( polarization) and number of paired 
Presentations found by Dodge was demonstrated. Such results serve ‚both 
to substantiate the inferred response-like nature of the representational 
ge tation process and to validate the semantic differential as a measuring 

evice. 
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Labels and meanings, once learned, can influence subsequent be- 
havior, both obviously and rather subtly, On the somewhat obvious level, 
Campbell and Freeman [38] have shown that linking pairs of pictures 
with a common phrase that isolates some shared property facilitates sub- 
sequent rematching of the pairs from a scrambled set, as compared with 
either presenting paired pictures with separate labels or no labels at all. 
Somewhat less obvious, they also report that subjects in the no-label 
training situation rematched the pictures better than those in the 
separate-label situation. A more subtle influence of word meanings upon 
subsequent learning is displayed in an experiment by Solarz [231]. 
Using a display rack which could be moved either toward or away from 
the subjects, they were required to learn to move words of either positive 
or negative evaluative meaning either toward themselves or away in all 
possible combinations (e.g., for a given group, nice—away, sour—away, 
happy—toward, bad—toward) in a continuously randomized mixed 
list. Both latency of initiating movement and time to complete move- 
ment once initiated were recorded during the learning trials. The former 
were quicker for compatible (happy—toward, sour—away) than for 
incompatible (nice—away, bad— toward) meaning-movement relations, 
but the latter yielded no differences. This result again suggests a separa- 
tion of mediational and instrumental responses, the former being affected 
by the meaning-movement compatibility or incompatibility. 

If we may define [cf. Osgood, 185] denotative meanings of signs as 
the arbitrary and conventional correlations between nonlinguistic and 
linguistic events and connotative meanings of sign as their representa- 
tional mediation processes (as indexed by the major factors of the 
semantic differential), then a recent experiment by Yavuz and Bous- 
field [266] seems to indicate functional independence of these two mean- 
ings of “meaning.” Three sets of two-syllable Turkish words (e.g., aslan, 
zahmet, demet, tezat, etc.), six in each set, were paired respectively with 
evaluatively positive words (e.g., faith, joy, sunlight), evaluatively 
neutral (e.g., heavy, slow, stout), or evaluatively negative (e.g., hate, 
trouble, steal). Words were taken from the Jenkins et al. Semantic Atlas, 
and subjects were given to understand that the English words were the 
translations of the Turkish terms. Paired-associate learning of the 18 
pairs in randomized orders continued through three errorless trials. One 
week later a test for recall of the “translations” was made. Regardless of 
Success the subjects then had to rate the Turkish terms on the “good- 
bad” scale. As might be expected, the mean ratings of the nonrecall 
items were less polarized than those for the recalled items. Nevertheless, 
they were in the same ( appropriate) directions. The correlation between 
evaluative direction of the translation and the mean rating across the 18 
Turkish words was .96 for recalled items and .75 for nonrecalled items— 
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both values significant at beyond the ‚001 level. It would thus appear 
that the connotative “feeling tone” of a sign can persist when its 
denotative label has been forgotten. 

The development of semantic encoding, or the “expression of ideas,” 
was described in Allport’s influential Social Psychology [4] as a 
simple conditioning process. Vocalic-skill sequences (previously practiced 
through “circular reflex” mechanisms) are produced imitatively while in 
the presence of the objects to which the labels apply and are thereby 
conditioned to the cues from these objects. Skinner [228] treats the same 
phenomenon as an instance of operant learning (his “tact” category), 
in which the emission probability of particular bits of verbal behavior 
come under the control of visual and other object cues due to generalized 
differential reinforcement, Both of these interpretations can handle only 
sheer labeling in the actual presence of object or situational cues. 

In order to account for the abstract use of “thing” language when 
the “thing” is not present, Osgood [cf. 182] has argued that in the 
development of decoding the acquisition of perceptual significances is 
prior to that of linguistic significances, i.e., representational processes 
first become associated with the nonlinguistic visual, auditory, and other 
cues from objects. In everyday language, young children tend to learn the 
significances of what they see and hear about them (the food significance 
of the bottle, the security significance of mother’s voice, the danger 
significance of a scowl, and so forth) long before they begin to learn 
the meanings of words. Now, given the prior establishment of representa- 
tional mediators in association with the nonlinguistic cues from objects, 
it follows that in the reinforced association of object cues with imitative 
vocalizations of their labels, which both Allport and Skinner talk about, 
the mediated symbolic cues (sm) must also be developing association with 
the vocal responses. Since the representational mediation process (Ym-5m) 
is the meaning of the perceptual sign, we thus have the association of 
meanings with appropriate vocalizations, i.e., semantic encoding. Any- 
thing which sets the mediation process in action, with or without the 
physical presence of the object, is now capable of producing the label, 
and we have the possibility of abstract use of language. Q.E.D. and all 
that—but here we have much theory and little fact. Other than the 
simple listings of the what and when of vocabulary, I know of no 
experiments elucidating the process of semantic encoding [however, 
for an instructive analysis of the problem, see “The Original Word 
Game” in Brown’s Words and Things, 31.] Wir 

Second-language learning and bilingualism. Contemporary civiliza- 
tion being what it is, many individuals either grow up speaking two or 
more languages or learn second languages after they have mastered their 
native tongue. This requires developing and maintaining two different 
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main uncorrected by hearers—because they do not make a difference in 
the code or because they occur in positions of low information value— 
they are in effect reinforced as parts of the total communication act, 
become strengthened, generalize more widely, and thus gradually sub- 
stitute for the “correct” forms. 

Information theory also has an interesting contribution to make here. 
We can define the efficiency of any language code as the degree to which 
it makes full use of its information alternatives, i.e., approaches maximal 
entropy at all levels of units. Thus a language utilizing 32 phonemes 
would need to have only five binary distinctive features. But such a 
language would impose an impossible load on its users—every detail 
would have to be perfectly articulated by its encoders, and its decoders 
could not relax a moment without losing information, Natural languages 
take this into account by overdetermining their signals (redundancy). 
English, for example, uses some nine distinctive features to carry some 
28 or so phonemes—an efficiency of only about 53 per cent. As to 
language change, we should expect a relatively lax or inefficient language 
code to change in the direction of losing certain overdetermining distinc- 
tive features or increasing its phonemic inventory, whereas we should 
expect a relatively tight, efficient language to change in the direction of 
either adding features or decreasing the phonemic inventory, or both. 
Wilson and Saporta [192, pp. 156-158] have been able to show that a 
number of languages for which such data are available average about 
50 per cent efficiency, and values for four stages of the same language 
(Spanish) displayed an intriguing cyclic oscillation about this average— 
49, 57, 47, and 51 per cent. Are we beginning to get the picture of a 
Les ebb and flow in language efficiency about its optimum balance 
point? 


Other Psycholinguistic Problems within Psychology 

We have discussed two of the traditional areas in psychology with 
which the newer discipline of psycholinguistics makes contact, nature of 
behavioral units (which is more notable for its lack of study tradi- 
tionally!) and learning. Certain other overlaps with traditional psy- 
chological problems may be sketched in more briefly. 

Concept formation and utilization. There are actually very few 
studies on concept formation—which, as we have seen, is essentially 
the problem of learning meanings. The studies of Werner and Kaplan 
have already been cited as exceptions to this rule. Another exception 
would be the many studies of the development of children’s conceptions 
of their world by Piaget and his associates [cf. 196, 197, 198] which, 
despite the complexity and abstractness of the cognitive processes in- 
vestigated, are still in the general area of concept formation. How- 
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ever, as Berko and Brown point out, “Piaget is inclined’ to see 
through words as though they were not there and to imagine that he 
directly studies the child mind” [12, p. 33]. Therefore, his material is 
not as relevant to psycholinguistics as it should be. A translation of 
Piaget's works that would etch their psycholinguistic significance would 
be most valuable; Berko makes only a beginning at this formidable task. 

Yet another exception is a recent experiment by Lenneberg [130]. 
Four Zuni words for colors were learned by American college students; 
first the experimenter used these words as labels for color samples and 
the subject then tried to apply them correctly. For a control group, the 
usage of these Zuni words along the spectrum corresponded exactly to 
English brown, green, blue, and pink, but for various experimental 
groups either the slope of the usage distribution was distorted (sharpened 
or broadened) or the locus of the distribution was shifted along the 
spectrum. Although any distortion in usage from that characteristic of 
English increased the difficulty of the task initially, usage distributions 
having a steep slope (i.e, narrow spectral regions through which 
categories are ambiguous) were more easily learned than those with 
gradual slopes. Shifting spectral location by itself caused little difficulty, 
unless combined with slope changes. 

Although not analyzed in terms of learning theory by Lenneberg, the 
phonemena he describes should be amenable to interpretation in terms of 
mediated generalization and discrimination (i.e,, the acquired distinctive- 
ness of cues). Staats [236] has made a detailed extension of two-stage 
mediation theory into this area of concept formation, as well as into the 
field of verbal operant conditioning discussed earlier. In the course of this 
analysis he relies heavily on the notion of habit-family hierarchies, both ver- 
bal and nonverbal, which are set up on the basis of the sharing of represen- 
tational mediator components by antecedent signs and subsequent re- 
sponses, As Staats points out, the sharing of identical stimulus elements 
by signs is not a necessary condition for their inclusion in the same con- 
cept, although such sharing is one of the things which facilitates the 
development of primary perceptual concepts. He also emphasizes the 
fact that the intraverbal connections established in ordinary language 
experience (listening to conversations, reading, etc.) can serve to modify 
the meanings of concepts. Although entirely different terminologies are 
used, Brown’s [31] analysis of concept formation in terms of linguistic 
and nonlinguistic categories and Staats's analysis in terms of verbal and 
nonverbal habit-family hierarchies probably have a high degree of func- 
tional overlap. A 

Studies on concept utilization in which the subject must first 
select from his supply of already available concepts those which apply 
and then use them as the basis for sorting, saying certain nonsense 
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syllables, or the like—have seldom employed verbal materials (probably 
because words ordinarily define conceptual categories). However, if we 
view language behavior as something broader than the purely verbal, then 
much of the research on concept attainment and utilization becomes rel- 
evant. The recent book by Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin, A Study of 
Thinking [35], provides a review of this literature, a number of new ex- 
periments, and a fresh way of thinking about the problem. 

Word association. The word-association technique is a tool for 
studying a particular type of transitional dependency in language. Because 
this technique has a long tradition in psychology, we have more in- 
formation about this type of association hierarchy than any other. We 
have the early norms of Kent and Rosanoff [117] for adults and those 
of Woodrow and Lowell [265] for children associating to the same stim- 
ulus words. We have norms for Minnesota college students collected in 
1930 by Schellenberg [217] and comparable norms for Minnesota stu- 
dents collected in 1953 by Russell and Jenkins [211], again for the same 
stimulus words. These norms display typical low-entropy hierarchical 
structure, i.e., a few responses having very high frequencies of occurrence 
and many responses having very low frequencies of occurrence. Thumb 
and Marbe [252] and others have demonstrated that frequency in the 
group is closely related to speed of association in the individual. Bous- 
field and Barclay [23] and Bousfield, Cohen, and Silva [26] have shown 
that frequency in the group is closely related to the rank order of appear- 
ance of responses in sequences produced by the individual. All of these 
demonstrations make such cultural data immediately more useful for 
checking hypotheses about associative processes in individual language 
users. Comparison of norms collected recently with those collected twenty 
or more years ago [Jenkins, 105; Jenkins and Russell, 109; Dérken, 62] 
reveals a startling increase in stereotypy which may well be related to the 
increasing role of the mass media over this period. 

The existence of such normative data and the simplicity of the word- 
association technique have stimulated a revival of intense interest in 
this area. Jenkins and Russell and their associates at Minnesota have 
been studying the effects of associative strength upon clustering during 
recall, upon tachistoscopic word recognition, upon mediated generaliza- 
tion, and related problems [cf. 105]. They have also been able to 
demonstrate some very interesting personality correlates of “commu- 
nality” (degree to which an individual subject selects responses charac- 
teristic of the group). Another team of investigators in this area, Bous- 
field and his associates, have employed a modified word-association tech- 
nique in which subjects, given instructions to associate from some seman- 


* Much of this work is still only available in technical reports under their con- 
tract with the Office of Naval Research (N8-onr-66216). 
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tic “pool” or category (e.g., four-legged animals), produce words succes- 
sively and at surprisingly lawful rates [Bousfield and Barry, 24; Bous- 
field, 21; Bousfield and Sedgewick, 28]. Speed of successive associating 
decreases according to a negatively accelerated function as weaker and 
more remote associates must be dredged from the depths of the pool. Rip- 
ples of quickened reactions often appear where clusters of related items 
occur [Bousfield, 22; Bousfield and Cohen, 25]—that is, items which fall 
in the same general category (e.g., African jungle animals). 

A somewhat related study of clustering in word-association data 
has recently been presented by Deese [57]. By preparing a matrix in 
which stimulus words form the columns and response words the rows, he 
has been able to analyze the networks of shared associative meaning, 
and factor analytic techniques have been used to study the structure of 
such associative networks—all in all, this is a most interesting new 
approach to the problem of associative structure. Osgood and Anderson 
[188] have subjected to test some assumptions usually taken for granted 
in association studies—that frequency of input pairing in experience 
is predictive of the mediating associative structure and that this associ- 
ative structure in turn mediates organization of events in encoding. 
The results of an experiment—girls’ names were paired with several 
others at varying frequencies in visual input, associative structure meas- 
ured by giving each name as stimulus, and output measured by spon- 
taneous sequential encoding—clearly substantiated these assumptions, 
but relations between input and output pairings were relatively low and 
suggested the operation of preexperimental sets. 

Much of the experimental evidence on word association is only re- 
motely relevant to psycholinguistics, so we must be choosy about our 
sampling. The problem of linguistic context, hinted at above, has been 
investigated by Howes and Osgood [94]. They used three-word anteced- 
ent contexts to show that the influence of a given context word increases 
with its Thorndike-Lorge frequency and decreases with its temporal sep- 
aration from the cue stimulus, while the influence of the context as a 
whole increases with its communality of first-order associative effects. 
Gonzalez and Cofer [79] have manipulated linguistic context by use of 
modifiers (adjective-noun, verb-adverb, etc.) and have measured effects 
in terms of clustering in free recall [cf. Bousfield et al., 24, 21, 28]. 
Appropriateness of modifiers facilitated clustering and recall, and the re- 
verse was true for inappropriateness. Another aspect of context concerns 
the effect of the grammatical form of the stimulus word upon the gram- 
matical class of the associative response [cf. Saporta, 216]. The general 
observation is that the response most often is of the same class as the 
stimulus (e.g., hard-soft), but there are many exceptions (e.g. dark- 
night) and many items are ambiguous (e.8., man-work). This raises 


292 CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


certain problems. If word associations are based simply on contingencies 
in the sequential linguistic input experienced, why do we not find associ- 
ations like man-who and butterfly-is? Saporta terms such transitional 
associates “syntagmatic” (e.g., sirong-man) and the more common 
type “paradigmatic” (e.g., table-chair), these latter being substitutible 
in the same paradigms or frames linguistically. Howes [93] has suggested 
that the function words which typically cement (and hence follow) lex- 
ical words fail to occur because of the subject’s implicit instructions to 
react with “meaningful” words. He proceeded to demonstrate that when 
function words were included among the stimuli there was a 200-fold 
increase in their appearance as responses, 

Another interesting phenomenon of the word-association experiment 
is the overwhelming overabundance of opposites as responses, particularly 
in the behavior of adults as compared with children. Osgood [180] has 
argued that the opposite response is essentially syntagmatic, dependent 
on transitional experience of high frequency, and nonsemantic in charac- 
ter, He uses as evidence the fact that there are many alternative similar 
responses to the same stimulus, as compared with usually one or two 
very high-frequency opposite responses. Most recently Carroll, Kjelder- 
gaard, and Carton [43] instructed subjects to give opposites wherever 
they could and found that a very large component of what is referred 
to as the “communality” of response is based upon opposite-evoking stim- 
uli. The article by Howes [93] already referred to has been concerned 
with the statistical properties of the word-association experiment gener- 
ally. Following Skinner’s general thesis but elaborating on it, he attempts 
to interpret word-association phenomena in terms of the base probabilities 
of word emission (as reflected in frequency-of-usage lists) and the 
modification of these probabilities through context (which is treated 
as a probability-summation problem). 

Motivation. Language behavior is one of the many dependent var- 
iables influenced by energizing processes. The influence of drive level— 
upon facilitating associative connections at moderate levels, increasing 
stereotypy in behavioral hierarchies at higher levels, and producing 
behavioral disorganization at extreme levels [c.f. Malmo, 151; Hebb, 86; 
Spence, Farber, and McFann, 235]—can be seen as clearly in the psy- 
cholinguistic processes of decoding and encoding as elsewhere. Also, the 
specific cue effects of motivational states have been shown to be influen- 
tial as antecedent contextual factors in selecting within hierarchies at all 
levels of organization. Many of the experiments designed to study the 
influence of motivation upon perceptual vigilance and defense, word 
associations, stuttering and other motor phenomena, and the production 
of intentional speech are obviously at the same time studies in psycho- 
linguistics. Since I have summarized the literature bearing on this rela- 
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tion up to 1957 elsewhere [Osgood, 183], I shall not try to repeat it 
here. However, there are a number of relevant studies that have come 
to my attention since that date which should be mentioned briefly. 

The word-association situation we have just been reviewing represents 
hierarchical organization par excellence. It would be expected that 
increasing drive level should increase the stereotypy (i.e. communality ) 
of associations. Surprisingly, there have been no tests of this rather 
obyious prediction until very recently. Kanfer [116] selected high- and 
low-anxiety subjects in terms of the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Test (HA 
being above the 80th percentile and LA being below the 20th percentile) ; 
no differences in word-association communality scores were found for the 
two groups. Burke [36] compared the association data obtained from sub- 
jects under control conditions (using the Jenkins et al. procedures and 
instructions) with those obtained from subjects (1) performing under 
time pressure plus ego threat (informed that this was an intelligence test), 
and (2) performing while applying strong pressure to a rubber ball with 
the nonwriting hand. In both experimental groups, the communality 
scores increased significantly, but more so in the time-pressure and ego- 
anxiety group. How are we to explain the apparent discrepancy in results 
here? One likely possibility is that stereotypy in behavioral hierarchies 
is produced by contemporary generalized drive level, and it seems quite 
unlikely that this holds for high MA subjects with any consistency. 
Siipola, Walker, and Kolb [223] also studied word association under time 
pressure, and they find a significant increase in the paradigmatic (frame 
substitution) type of response. 

This by no means completes the list of areas within psychology that 
have a bearing on psycholinguistics. As I said earlier in this chapter, 
the study of language behavior is practically coextensive with that of 
psychology in general—the only restriction which applies is that the 
stimuli or responses, or both, be linguistic. But even within this limitation 
there are many topics whose bearing is so remote that I have not included 
them, e.g., serial learning and transfer studies utilizing verbal materials, 
threshold studies using verbal materials where the main concern has been 
personality dynamics, and so forth. 


THE BROADER CONTEXT OF PSYCHOLINGUISTICS 


If, as I have suggested, psycholinguistics is one of the chief articula- 
tion points between the biological and social sciences, then we should 
expect to find the beginning of extensions of this relatively new discipline 
into various social science areas. Certainly, studies of the reading, 
listening, and looking habits of the public with respect to materials in 
newspapers, radio, and television, studies of the effects of such programs 
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upon voting, buying, attending, and working behavior, studies on the 
opinions, beliefs, and attitudes of people, and even methodological studies 
on the scaling of such things are all heavily dependent upon language and 
hence psycholinguistically relevant. But to explore these relations in 
any detail would require both much more space and many more authors 
than are available here. Therefore I shall restrict myself to a few general 
comments on certain points of juncture with psycholinguistics—in neuro- 
physiology, in the more social sciences, and in the humanities, 

Psycholinguistics and Neurophysiology 

The relation of psycholinguistics to neurophysiology is precisely the 
same as that of psychology in general to neurophysiology. On the one 
hand, it is clear that any adequate conception of decoding and encoding 
processes in human-language users must ultimately be consistent with the 
way the human nervous system functions—such congruence is one of the 
criteria in psycholinguistic theorizing. On the other hand, it seems 
equally clear that the psycholinguist will, for a long time, be far beyond 
the capacities of the neurologist in the demands he makes upon his knowl- 
edge—so the problem for the psycholinguist really is to not be incon- 
sistent with what is known in the supporting field. 

To the best of my knowledge there has been very little interdisciplinary 
activity to date between psycholinguists and neurophysiologists, One 
notable exception is the recent book Plans and the Structure of Behavior 
[159], written by G. A. Miller and E. Galanter, two psychologists, one of 
whom is certainly recognized for his contributions to psycholinguistics, 
and K. Pribram, a neurologist. This book is remarkable for its fresh point 
of view—its main theme of “subjective behaviorism” is to bring the 
notions of “plans” and “images” (ideas?) back into the fold via the av- 
enues of neurology and cybernetics. It also includes a chapter on “Plans 
for Speaking” that relates Chomsky’s theorizing about grammer to the 
authors’ basic conceptions. This book is particularly valuable for psy- 
cholinguistics, I think, because of its Suggestions about the process of se- 
quential encoding, a problem hardly touched to date. 

Another notable exception is the work that has been developing on 
the phenomena of aphasia. Being by (oversimplified) definition “disturb- 
ance of language behavior,” aphasia provides a natural intersection for 
the interests of neurologists, clinical psychologists, speech therapists, 
linguists, and psycholinguists. Many people whom we associate with the 
study of aphasia in the past, e.g., Hughlings Jackson, Henry Head, and 
Sigmund Freud, have contributed both to neurology and psychology, and 
the same can be said for Kurt Goldstein, who has expressed his conviction 
that intensive, integrated work by specialists in the above fields would be 
necessary for understanding aphasic phenomena [78, p. 31]. 
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The very influential linguist Roman Jakobson has indicated the 
important bearing of aphasic disturbances upon theories of language and 
language development and has contributed two major implications of 
linguistics for aphasia: first, that the dissolution of phonemic distinc- 
tions in aphasia will be the mirror image of the order in which the 
child acquires these distinctions [101]; second, that there will be two 
fundamental “types” of aphasia corresponding to the basic linguistic 
processes of metaphor and metonymy [104], the former referring to the 
capacity to make paradigmatic substitutions (similarity) and the latter 
to the capacity to make sequential transitions (contiguity). Another inves- 
tigator whose work demonstrates the close interaction between neurology, 
psychology, and linguistics is A. R. Luria. He has recently contributed a 
paper relating the brain localizations of injuries to various language per- 
formances and their linguistic implications [144], and his important book 
Traumatic Aphasia [143] is soon to be translated into English. Penfield 
and Roberts [195] have reported the results obtained by electrical stimu- 
lation of the bared cortex of conscious subjects during surgery; some of 
these patients were aphasic and some not, and some were bilingual. 

The rapidly increasing interest of psycholinguists in aphasia as an 
area of research has been shown by a recent summer seminar and con- 
ference on aphasia that involved some thirty specialists. It was sponsored 
by the Social Science Research Council’s Committee on Linguistics and 
Psychology, with support from the National Institute of Mental Health.” 
Reported in these discussions were a number of on-going researches of a 
psycholinguistic nature. Following the lead provided by Jakobson con- 
cerning the distinction between similarity and contiguity functions, Good- 
glass and Mayer [80] have been able to distinguish agrammatic aphasia 
from other types of disturbance. Goodglass and others also have been 
working on gestural communication in aphasia. Howes and Geschwind 
reported on a series of studies being undertaken to determine the statisti- 
cal properties of aphasic speech (¢.g., word-frequency functions, word- 
association norms, threshold phenomena). On the important question of 
the dimensionality of aphasic disturbances, Schuell and Jenkins [219] 
have contributed a paper showing that much of the variance in standard 
tests can be accounted for by a single Guttman-type scale—implying 
that aphasic disturbances may be unidimensional. In addition, we have 
factor analytic studies by Wepman, Bock, Jones, and Van Pelt [cf. 260 
and later unpublished papers) which indicate not only a dominant fac- 
tor, but other independent dimensions as well. There is also an analysis of 
some forty cases in the classic literature by Osgood and Miron [190] 
which yields evidence for a symbolic versus skill-level factor, a decoding 

®A report of this seminar and conference is presently being prepared by this 
writer for publication in book form. 
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versus encoding factor and perhaps an orthographic versus vocalic chan- 
nel factor! There are several things that may account for these divergent 
results—types of patients studied (e.g., cerebrovascular versus traumatic 
injury), types of tests employed, and treatment of data. (Osgood and 
Miron used a procedure which, in effect, minimized differences between 
patients and tests in general level of disturbance and difficulty.) ‘This is 
obviously only a part of this exciting area, but another chapter would be 
required to adequately cover what is happening in the study of aphasia. 


Psycholinguistics and the Social Sciences 

It is a truism to say that the social behavior of human individuals is 
in large part learned. If the analysis of learning made earlier in this 
paper is at all valid, then the most characteristic mode of learning in 
humans involves at least a two-stage process—learning the significance 
of signs and learning the instrumental acts which express intentions. 
Psycholinguistic analysis of meanings, stereotypes, attitudes, symbols, 
and the like and the development of adequate measuring techniques in 
these areas should therefore have value for the social sciences generally, 
Just as a personality trait can be defined as that (mediation process) 
which renders equivalent classes of situations and classes of behaviors 
[cf. Allport, 5}, so a culture trait could be defined as that shared media- 
tion process which renders equivalent (across people) the significances 
of signs, including language signs, and the classes of behaviors to be 
expected, Roles, from the viewpoint of others, are just such a set of 
signs or cues having a common significance. From the viewpoint of the 
role player, the role implies, and its learning imposes, consistent ways of 
perceiving situations and acting in them. A rigorous analysis of cultural 
phenomena through language has been begun in the study of kinship 
roles and their semantics [cf. Lounsbury, 142, for an illustration of this 


approach), 

versus universality, Emphasis on the 
uniqueness of languages and cultures seems to alternate in long-period 
cycles with emphasis on language universals and cultural generality. 
During the past two decades we have been moving through a period of 
heavy emphasis on uniqueness. This has been sparked scientifically by the 
writings of the linguist Benjamin Lee Whorf [264]. Whorf’s thesis, sup- 
ported mainly by comparisons between American Indian languages and 
Standard Average European (SAE) was that the language onc uses, 
through the lexical and grammatical categories it sets up, somehow in- 
fluences how one perceives the world around him, how one thinks, and 
even one's natural philosophy. This sweeping gencralization would seem 
to impose severe limitations on the possibility of cross-cultural under- 
standing, and it has stimulated a great deal of theoretical and, more 
recently, experimental activity. 
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On the theoretical side, Whorf’s proposition of psycholinguistic 
relativity has been the focus of a number of conferences involving 
linguists, anthropologists, psychologists, and philosophers. The results 
of one such conference held in the summer of 1952 are summarized by 
Levi-Strauss, Jakobson, and Voegelin [135]; the results of another are 
presented in Language and Culture, edited by Hoijer [91]. And, of 
course, the theoretical implications of Whorf’s thesis have been con- 
sidered in a number of separate papers [cf. Feuer, 70; Lenneberg, 129). 
The human infant enters this world at some point on its surface and 
finds itself among adults who have certain stable ways of behaving and 
who use a language whose lexical and grammatical code differs from 
other languages, More or less simultaneously he learns how to behave 
like others, including cognitive behavior (meanings, ways of perceiving, 
conceptual categories), and how to talk like others. Given this complete 
interweaving during development, it is no wonder that social scientists 
have difficulty disentangling all the threads—and I certainly will not try 
to do so here. Elsewhere I have suggested (187) that psycholinguistic 
relativity will hold when the arbitrary denotative or referential aspects 
of language are involved, and psycholinguistic generality will hold when 
pe nonarbitrary connotative or expressive aspects of language are in- 
volved. 

Experimental verification of the Whorfian hypothesis requires inde- 
pendent assessment of both linguistic and cognitive differences, and then 
demonstration of dependency of the latter upon the former. A very 
significant experiment has been done by Brown and Lenneberg [33]. 
First, it was shown that, for English-speaking subjects, color stimuli 
drawn from various portions of the spectrum varied in their codability 
(ie, in the speed and consistency with which they were labeled). 
Second, it was demonstrated that case of executing a cognitive task in- 
volving these stimuli (here, recognition) covaried with their codability. 
Lenneberg and Roberts [131] have demonstrated the same dependency 
relation for Zuni subjects—and, since the ways in which the Zuni and 
English languages “carve up” the spectrum differ, these two experiments 
taken together constitute a demonstration of psycholinguistic relativity, 
Van de Geer [256] has successfully replicated the Brown and Lenneberg 
ea ctent in the Netherlands. ap eer ehr m 
o the domain of facial expressions, finding that ease of recogn 
covaries with codability seth language. Carroll and Casagrande (42) 
report two experiments growing out of the Southwest Project in Com- 
Parative Psycholinguistics (ef. 44], both dealing with denotative aspects 
of language and both displaying psycholinguistic relativity. In the first, 
using Hopi versus English-speaking subjects, the effects of translation- 
equivalent verbs having different semantic ranges upon the categorizing 
of pictures was demonstrated. In the second, using Navajo-dominant 
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versus English-dominant Navajo children as subjects, it was shown tha 
the Navajo-speaking Navajo children tended to sort objects more if 
terms of shape than color—and Navajo verbs require a suffix referrin 
to the shape of the object being discussed. Along similar lines, Fla 
[71] has found that labeling tachistoscopically presented pictures with 
verbs (leaping) as compared with nouns (a leap) significantly influenci 
the degree of activity attributed to them. A note of caution is injected 
into these generally positive results by Maclay [147]. Working with 
Navajo-speaking versus English-speaking subjects sorting objects in term 
of shape versus alternative categories, he found no significant difference 
in either mode or latency of sorting behavior. 
The pendulum now seems to be swinging back toward interest ip 
language universals and psycholinguistic generality rather than relativil 
This is evidenced by renewed concern with language typologies on 
part of linguists (cf. Greenberg's Essays in Linguistics, 81). It was also 
evident in the recent Conference on Language Universals (sponsored 


in phonology, grammar, syntax, and semantics.‘ For the development of 
psycholinguistics, the significance of the search for regularities among 
the admittedly fascinating idiosyncrasies of languages is made clear in 


culture, its universals provide both the major point of contact with under- — 
lying psychological principles (psycholinguistics) and the major source of 
implications for human culture in general (ethnolinguistics) . 


It is perhaps interesting, while consistent with a statement I made 
at the beginning of this section, that experimental evidence suggestive 
of inguistic universality has appeared primarily for the affective 
or expressive (rather than referential) aspects of language. The two pri- 
mary lines of research have been (1) the cross-linguistic generality of fac- 
tors of “connotative” meaning, growing out of the work of Osgood and 
his asociates, and (2) the cros-linguistic generality of tendencies toward 
Phonetic symbolism [cf. Brown, 31]. A somewhat related direction of 
study has been into the similarities and differences among cultural value 


“The papers prepared for this conference are to appear in book form under 
the editorship of Joseph Greenberg. 
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systems, as shown in the studies of Kluckhohn [118], Morris (168), and 
Morris and Jones [169]. 

The first study on the generality of affective meaning factors was 
contributed by Kumata and Schramm [121]. It compared the similarity 
of factor structures obtained when Japanese and Korean bilinguals 
(both against English) responded twice to a typical semantic differential, 
first in one language and then in the other, with the similarity of factors 
for monolingual English speakers merely taking the same form twice, 
Not only were the factorial correspondences extraordinarily high for all 
groups, but the bilinguals yielded as high correspondences as the mono- 
linguals—clearly indicating that the language code per se does not in- 
fluence semantic-factor structure. Kumata [120], for Japanese versus 
Americans, and Triandis and Osgood [253], for Grecks versus Americans, 
have compared semantic-factor structures for monolingual (and mono- 
cultural) subjects. Although the factorial correspondences are not as high 
as for bilinguals (where we are, after all, dealing with the same indi- 
viduals), they are nevertheless significant for the first two or three 
dominant factors. In connection with the Southwest Project in Compara- 
tive Psycholinguistics, Suci [244] was able to demonstrate significant 
correspondences for at least the first two factors (evaluation and potency ) 
for Hopi, Navajo, and Zuni nonliterates as compared with Anglos. Under 
auspices of the same project, Osgood [186) studied the generality of 
visual-verbal synesthetic tendencies among Navajo, Mexican-Spanish, 
Japanese, and American subjects. Not only did all groups display strong 
synesthetic tendencies (to associate certain visual alternatives with cer- 
tain word meanings, €g, “white” rather than “black” with happy)» 
but agreements in direction of synesthetic tendency across 
ture groups were astonishingly high (¢.g., 99 per cent agreement between 
Anglos and Japanese). 

It is axiomatic among linguists that the phonemes of any language 
are meaningless in themselves—they merely provide the bases for dif- 
ferences in meaning. The “meaning” meant here is referential, not 
expressive, but most linguists have denied that phonetic symbolism, 
even in the expressive sense, is in any way universal. It is true that the 
asignments of sounds to meanings are essentially arbitrary; therefore 
any rule of phonetic symbolism (eg, that high vowels signify little 
things and low vowels large things) will have many exceptions (©. 
small versus big). Yet, on the other hand, it is also true that the SEP, 
tions produced by arbitrariness may obscure the existence of 
laws— particularly if the linguist insists upon absolute universality (no 
exceptions) as a criterion of lawfulness. In any case, experiments on 
the matter yield ive results in the statistical sense. — 

A number of different experimental designs have been used in test- 
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ing this notion [cf. Brown and Nuttall, 34]. In two classic experiments 
by Sapir and Newman [ef. Brown, 31, for description], English speakers 
were told that nonsense syllables like mal and mil referred to tables of 
different sizes and that they were to decide which were large and which 
small. Both experiments demonstrated that the impression of magnitude 
increased with the size of oral cavity, lowering of vocalic resonance, and 
back-tongue position in producing the vowel sounds. Another procedure 
has been to have English-speaking subjects match words from different 
languages for meanings (e.g., heavy-light with the Chinese ch’ing- 
ch'ung—Which Chinese word goes with the English heavy?) Or both 
pairs may be from non-English languages, but with English subjects 
doing the judging [Brackbill and Little, 29]. Since the languages re- 
lated in these ways have generally been from entirely different families, 
the presumption of phonetic symbolism as the basis for significantly bet- 
ter than chance results (even though small in absolute magnitude) 
seems reasonable. However, Brackbill and Little [29], Brown and Nuttall 
[34], and, most recently, Miron [165] have all pointed to a number of 
subtle factors which might contribute to such results—English-speaking 
experimenters have in some cases selected the other-language alternatives, 
frequency of usage is known to influence word length and it could 
correlate across languages, and so forth. Returning to the essential idea of 
the Sapir-Newman procedure, Miron [165] devised a set of CVC 
syllables which were nonsense in both English and Japanese and which 
permitted systematic variation of both consonants and vowels and their 
contexts. ‘These nonsense materials were presented in random orders on 
audio tape to both American and Japanese subjects who judged the 
affective meanings of the syllables on a form of semantic differential 
(translation equivalent). The results indicated significant relations be- 
tween certain articulatory-acoustic features and connoted meanings, €.g- 
frontness of consonant articulation and connoted “pleasantness,” low- 
ness of vowel resonance and connoted “potency,” and such relations 
generally held across the two language/culture groups. 

„ Universal tendencies to imitate the sounds of nature may also con- 
tribute to interlanguage similarities (e.g., the English rumble, buzz, 
cock-a-doodle-doo), In fact, any universal tendency in human culture 
can serve as the basis for a language universal. A particularly interesting 
example is the long-suspected tendency for baby terms referring to the 
female parent to involve nasal consonants, those referring to the male 
parent to involve oral stop consonants, and both to often involve redupli- 
cation. Murdock [173] has finally put this proposition to the test, using 
materials available in the Human Relations Area files and being careful 
to sample languages in terms of families and subfamilies. In a sample 
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of 531 mother terms and 541 father terms thus derived, the hypothesis 
was strikingly verified—55 per cent of mother terms as compared with 
only 15 per cent of father terms involved nasals /m/, /n/, or /ng/, 
and the reverse trend held for oral stops /p/, /b/, /t/, or /d/. Why? 
Jakobson [102] has shown that the simple alternation between stop con- 
sonant and vowel fits his views on the first differentiations of child lan- 
guage development, and when one adds the biologically obvious notion 
that during feeding, with mouth at the breast or holding fluid, the nasal 
is the only possible phonation, the distinction becomes clear. Of course, 
psychologically one must add the notion that infants “name” their par- 
ents around the world—which becomes sensible when one observes the 
tendency for parents to attribute meaningful intentions to their young 
ones (i.e., if nana is heard from the child repeatedly when being fed 
near the mother, it is understandable that this should become the 
“name” for mother in baby language). 

Content analysis. One of the most useful roles the psycholinguist 
can play in relation to the social sciences generally is that of toolmaker. 
This has already become apparent in the development of techniques 
of content analysis. The traditional method of simply counting the fre- 
quencies of occurrence of content categories, developed by Lasswell and 
his associates [128]—a method often identified as content analysis- has 
been critically evaluated by Berelson [10]. Berelson emphasized the 
limitations of this method and concluded, in effect, that content analysis 
had reached a dead end. More recently a book titled Trends in Content 
Analysis, edited by Ithiel Pool [201], has appeared which treats content 
analysis as a psycholinguistic problem, offers a variety of new techniques 
and their rationales, and creates an impression that the dead end was 
really just a sharp curve. 

As we have defined the discipline, content analysis is clearly a psy- 
cholinguistic problem. The content analyst is interested in using events 
in messages as a means of either drawing inferences about their sources 
or making predictions about effects on their receivers. To do this, he 
Must first discover reliable dependency relations between message events 
and psychological events. These dependency relations may be utilized 
intuitively by the sensitive qualitative analyst [ef. George in 201] or may 
be made explicit and tested by a variety of experimental procedures 
lef, Osgood and Mahl in 201]. The dependency relation between “at- 


tention value” for source or receiver and sheer frequency of occurrence 


(i.e, Lasswell’s method) is only one of many possible indexes. Other 
d illustrated in this new 


methods of content analysis are described an I 
book. “Evaluative Assertion Analysis” [cf. Osgood, Saporta, and Nun- 
nally, 191] determines the evaluations of various attitude objects in 
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messages through fairly rigorous and explicit linguistic restructuring.’ 
“Speech Disturbance Analysis” employs a variety of quantifiable indi- 
cators in spontaneous speech, e.g., hesitations, corrections, and repeti- 
tions, to get at the instrumental uses of language in psychotherapeutic 
situations and the like [cf. Mahl in 201]. “Contingency Analysis” is de- 
signed to permit inferences about the association structure of the source 
from analysis of the pattern of greater-than- and less-than-chance con- 
tingencies among events in his messages [cf. Osgood in 201; Baldwin, 6]. 
“Cloze Procedure” deals with estimating the “readability” of a source 
or the “comprehension” of a receiver from the ease with which deletions 
in the message can be replaced by the receiver—probably a very general 
index of the correspondence of source and receiver language structures 
[ef. Wilson Taylor, 246, 247]. This brief summary by no means exhausts 
the possible states or characteristics of language users that might be 
gauged by events in the messages they exchange. The only limitation lies 
in the ability of psycholinguists (broadly speaking) to establish valid and 
reliable dependency relations. 


Psycholinguistics and the Humanities 


Here the potentialities seem great but the actualizations small. Again 
it is likely that the initial contacts will be in the form of new techniques. 
In this connection it is interesting that Trends in Content Analysis in- 
cludes chapters by Saporta and Sebeok and by Armstrong in which 
these methods are applied to structured language materials and to folk- 
lore. A chapter by Garraty is also included. Here the prospects of such 
application to biography and history are discussed. Wilson Taylor [247] 
has applied his “Cloze Procedure” not only to the “readability” of printed 
prose but also to what might be called the “communicability” of visual 
arts. 

In another recent conference on stylistics, sponsored by the Com- 
mittee on Linguistics and Psychology, a major attempt to bridge the 
gap between the humanities and the social sciences was made. Partici- 
pants included literary critics, specialists in poetics, folklorists, linguists, 
psychologists, and anthropologists. The book growing out of this con- 
ference, Style in Language [220], edited by Sebeok, illustrates both some 
potential points of fruitful contact and the width of the gap in orienta- 
tion that exists, e.g., implicit versus explicit analysis, qualitative versus 
quantitative approaches, concern with uniqueness versus generality, etc. 
Indicative of psycholinguistic possibilities in the study of stylistics were 


*Since the original writing of this chapter, several unpublished papers by 
David Hays of the Rand Corporation have come to my attention. This method has 
been elaborated and adapted for content analysis on electronic computers—which 
illustrates one of the values of explicit quantifiable methods. 
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Roger Brown’s paper on an analysis of pronouns in various languages 
and their relation to symbols of power and solidarity, John Carroll’s 
papers on factor analyses of both subjective judgments and objective 
indicators of style, Charles Osgood’s paper on the prediction of stylistic 
differences in suicide versus ordinary notes from psycholinguistic theory, 
James Jenkins’ paper on communality in word associations as an indi- 
cator of more general patterns of verbal behavior, and George Miller's 
paper, which was a psychologist’s summary impressions of the Conference 
on Style. 

It would scem to be a small step from experiments on style and the 
readability of literature to experiments on aesthetics more generally. 
Viewing aesthetic products (paintings, musical compositions, poems, and 
the like) as messages being exchanged between their creators (sources) 
and appreciators (receivers)—a mode of viewing that is by no means 
accepted by a majority of humanists !—one may study both the semantic 
aspects of this form of communication and its informational aspects, In 
the former case, for example, one may be interested in how various 
characteristics of the “message” (color, form, melodic line, harmony, 
meter, ctc.) express the meaningful intentions or moods of the creator, 
on the one hand, and produce meaningful significances (denotative, con- 
notative, emotional) in appreciators, on the other. One suspects that 
there is a rich lode to be mined in the related phenomena of metaphor 
and synesthesia. The semantic differential has been employed in a num- 
ber of studies of this sort [Tucker, 254, on the factorial structure of 
judgments of paintings; Tannenbaum, in 193, on the connotations of 
visual colors and forms; Osgood, 186, on the cross-cultural generality of 
visual-verbal synesthetic tendencies]. As to informational aspects, one 
can at least speculate on the notion that there is some optimum degree 
of uncertainty or unpredictability (¢.g-, “variations on a theme”) in all 
aesthetic products that produces maximum aesthetic enjoyment. It may 
be that this is the same degree of uncertainty at which there is maximum 
facilitation in learning. This brings us to a final area in which psycho- 
linguistics is already having impact on the humanities—the application 
of psycholinguistic principles and methods to teaching languages [cf. 
Carroll, 40, 41; Dunkel, 65; Huse, 97). This may seem a rather mun- 
dane matter in the immediate context of stylistics and aesthetics, but it 
is a point of articulation where psycholinguistics can be of considerable 
practical value. 


SUMMARY 


, This chapter has been a very sketchy, and certainly insufficient, out- 
line of what seems to be going on in psycholinguistics, a relatively new 
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area of science that borders on psychology. I have tried to place psycho- 
linguistics in its proper setting within the total study of human com- 
munication and indicate its major sources of methods and viewpoints— 
from learning theory, from linguistics, and from information theory. 
Since it does concern itself with the processes of decoding and encoding 
by human organisms, it is in a sense coextensive with psychology as a 
whole, and it therefore has many implications and points of contact with 
psychological science. On the other hand, because its focus is on language 
behavior and because language behavior is the major point of articula- 
tion between the sciences dealing with individuals and those dealing with 
society, psycholinguistics should have a very significant impact upon 
the social sciences and the humanities. This impact is still largely un- 
realized, 


REFERENCES 


1, Aborn, M., & Rubenstein, H. Word-class distribution in sentences of 
fixed length, Language, 1957, 32, 666-674. 

2. Aborn, M., Rubenstein, H., & Sterling, T. D. Sources of contextual 
restraint upon words in sentences. J. exp. Psychol., 1959, 57, 171-180. 

3. Adams, J. Laboratory studies of behavior without awareness. Psychol. 

Bull., 1957, 54, 383-405. 

Allport, F. H. Social psychology. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1924. 

Allport, G. W. Personality: a psychological interpretation. New York: 

Holt, 1937. 

6. Baldwin, A. L. Personal structure analysis: a statistical method for in- 
vestigating the single personality, J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1942, 37, 
163-183, 

7. Barik, H. C., & Lambert, W. E, Conditioning of complex verbal se- 
quences. Canad, J. Psychol., 1960, 14, 87-95. 

8. Baxter, J. C. Mediated generalization as a function of semantic dif- 
ferential performance. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Univer. 
Texas, 1959, 

9. Bendig, A. Twenty questions: an information analysis. J. exp. Psychol., 
1953, 46, 345-348, 

10. Berelson, B. Content analysis in communication research. Glencoe, I.: 
Free Press, 1952. 

11. Berko, J. The child's learning of English morphology, Word, 1958, 
14, 150-177. 

12. Berko, J., & Brown, R. Psycholinguistic research methods. In P. H. 
Mussen (Ed.), The handbook of research methods in child psychology, 
in press, 

13. Berlyne, D. E. Attention, perception and behavior theory. Psychol. 
Rev., 1951, 58, 137-146. 

14. Berlyne, D. E. A theory of human curiosity. Brit. J. Psychol., 1954, 
65, 180-191. 


a. 


Psycholinguistics 305 
. Berlyne, D. E. Knowledge and stimulus-response psychology. Psychol. 
Rev., 1954, 61, 245-254. 

. Binder, A., McConnell, D., & Sjoholm, N. Verbal conditioning as a 
function of experimenter characteristics. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol, 1957, 
55, 309-314. 


17. Birdwhistell, R. L. Introduction to kinetics: an annotation system for 


analysis of body motion and gesture. Washington: Dept. of State, 
Foreign Serv. Inst., 1952. 
. Bloch, B., & Trager, G. L. Outline of linguistic analysis, Baltimore, Md.: 
Linguistic Society of America, 1942. 
19. Bloomfield, L. Language. New York: Holt, 1933. 

0, Boder, D, P, The adjective-verb quotient; a contribution to the psy- 
chology of language. Psychol. Rev., 1940, 3, 309-343. 
21, Bousfield, W. A, An empirical study of the production of affectively 
toned items, J. gen. Psychol., 1944, 30, 205-215. 


22. Bousfield, W. A, The occurrence of clustering in the recall of randomly 


arranged associates. J. gen. Psychol, 1953, 49, 229-240. 

. Bousfield, W. A., & Barclay, W. D. The relationship between order 
and frequency of occurrence of restricted associated responses. J exp. 
Psychol., 1950, 40, 643-647. 


24. Bousfield, W. A., & Barry, H. Quantitative correlates of euphoria, 


J. exp. Psychol., 1937, 21, 218-222. 

25. Bousfield, W. A., & Cohen, B. H. The effects of reinforcement on the 
occurrence of clustering in the recall of randomly arranged associates. 
J. Psychol., 1953, 36, 67-81. 

16. Bousfield, W. A., Cohen, B. H, & Silva, J. G. The extension of 
Marbe’s law to the recall of stimulus-words. Amer. J. Psychol, 1956, 
69, 429-433. 

27. Bousfield, W. A., Cohen, B. A., & Whitmarsh, G. A. Verbal generali- 
zation: a theoretical rationale and an experimental technique. Tech, 
Report, ONR Contract No, N-onr-631, 1958. 


28. Bousfield, W. A., & Sedgewick, ©. H. W. An analysis of sequences of 


| restricted associative responses. J. gen. Psychol., 1944, 30, 149-165. 
29. Brackbill, Y., & Little, K. B. Factors determining the gu of mean- 
ings of foreign words. J. abnorm, soc, Psychol, 1957, 54, 312-318. 

. Brown, R. W. Linguistic determinism and the part of speech. J. 
abnorm, soc. Psychol., 1957, 55, 1-5. 


31. Brown, R. W. Words and things. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1958. 


. Brown, R. W., & Hildum, D. C. Expectancy and the perception of 
syllables. Language, 1956, 32, 41 1-419. = 
33, Brown, R. W., & Lenneberg, E. H. A study in language and cognition. 
J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1954, 49, 454-462. 

Brown, R. W., & Nuttall, R. Method in phonetic symbolism experi- 
ments. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1959, 59, 441-445. N 

. Bruner, J. S., Goodnow, J. J- & Austin, G. A. A study of thinking. 
New York: Wiley, 1956. 


306 CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


36. Burke, C. D, Drive and word association performance, Unpublished 
master’s thesis, Univer. Ill., 1960, 
37. Busemann, A. Ober typische und phasiche Unterschiede der Kates 
goricalen Sprach form. Z. pädag. Psychol., 1926, 27, 415-419. 
38, Campbell, V., & Freeman, J. T. Some functions of experimentally- 
A in perceptual learning. Percept. mot. Skills, 1955, 
71-79. 


39. Carroll, J, B. Diversity of vocabulary and the harmonic series law 
of word-frequency distribution. Psychol, Rev., 1938, 2, 379-386, 

40. Carroll, J. B. The study of language, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
Univer, Press, 1953. 

#1, Carroll, J. B. Research on teaching foreign languages, In Handbook of 
research on teaching, in press. 

42. Carroll, J. B., & Casagrande, J. B, The function of language clasifica- 
tions in behavior. In Maccoby, Newcomb & Hartley (Eds.), Readingi 
in social psychology, (3rd ed.) New York: Holt, 1958, Pp, 18-31. 

43. Carroll, f'n. Kjeldergaard, P, M., & Carton, A. $. Number of op- 
posites vs, number of as a response measure in free asocia- 
tion tests, Un paper, privately distributed, 1961, 

44. Casagrande, J. B. The Southwest Project in comparative psycholinguis- 
tics: a progress report. Soc, Sci. Res. Coun, Items, 1956, 10, 41-45, 

45, Cherry, C. On human communication: a review, a survey, and a 
eritieism. New York: Wiley, 1957, 

46. Chomsky, N, Syntactic structures. "»Gravenhage, Holland: Mouton 

and Co, 1957, e 

n. » N. Review of Verbal behavior, by B. F. Skinner. Language, 

EERE $ 


48. Chotlos, J. W. Studies in language behavior, IV. A statistical and 


50. Coler, C. N; Verbal behavior in relation to reasoning and values. Ia 
H. Guetrkow (Pa), Groupi, leadership and men. Pittsburgh, Pa: 
1951. 


St. ates GI The made langage In kamen echten Paper 
` presented at a Conference on Human Problem Solving, N.Y., Univer. 


Psycholinguistics 307 


Davis, J. Unpublished research, Univer. of Il., Dept. ol Psychol, 1957, 
, Deese, J. On the structure of associative meaning. Pıiyehol. Rev., 1962, 


McGraw-Hill, 1950, 

Dörken, H. Frequency of common association, Psychol. Rep, 196, 2, 

407-408. 

Dulany, D, E, Reinforcement aes Summary report on 

research supported by NSF G-4461, - 

Dulany, D. E. Hypotheses and habits in verbal “operant conditioning, 

Psychol. Rev., 1961, in press. 

Dunkel, H. B. Second language learning, New York: Ginn, 1946, 

Epstein, W, The apn syntactical structure on learning. Amer. 

J. Psychol., 1962, 74, ` 

. Epstein, W, A further study of the influence of syntactical structure on 
learning. Amer, J. Psychol., 1962, 75, 121-126. ER 

Fairbanks, G. Systemic research . 

theory of the speech mechanion as a servonystem. J, Speech Din, 1954, 

19, 133-139, 

Fairbanks, G. Selective a of delayed auditory fordback, 

]. Speech Dit, 1955, 20, 333- 

oe Bi 5. Sociological en relation between language and 

Philosophy. Phil, Sei, 1953, 

» Flavell, J. H. A test of the Whorfian theory. Piyehol. Rep, 1938. 

4, 155-462. 

Flavell, J. H. Meaning and meaning similarhy: 1. A theoretical re 

amesment, J. gen. Eulen EEE 319. ut 

Flavell, J. H. Meaning meaning similarity: I emama 

ifr and coer rm of judged similarity Im 

meaning. J. gen. Prychol., 1961, 

Tem N ko Carer, G We W. The words and sounds 

of telephone conversations. Beil Syst. Tech. J., 1990, 9, 290-324- 

Fries, ©, C. The structure of English: an hair ea 

tion of English sentences. New York: Harcourt, Brace, | ER 

Garner, W. R, & Hake, H. W. The amount of information 


& Stratton, 1948. 


308 
79; 


80. 
81. 


82. 


83. 
84. 
85. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
89. 
90. 
91. 
92; 


93. 


94. 
95. 
96. 
9% 


98. 
gg: 


100. 


CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


Gonzales, R. C., & Cofer, C. N. Exploratory studies of verbal context 
by means of clustering in free recall. J. gen. Psychol., 1959, 95, 293- 
320. 

Goodglass, H., & Mayer, J. Agrammatism in aphasia. J. Speech Dis, 
1958, 23, 99-111. 

Greenberg, J. H. Essays in linguistics. Chicago: Univer. Chicago Press, 
1957. 

Greenspoon, J. The effect of verbal and non-verbal stimuli on the 
frequency of members of two verbal response classes. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Indiana Univer., 1951. 

Harris, Z. Methods in structural linguistics. Chicago; Univer. Chicago 
Press, 1951. 

Haugen, E. The Norwegian language in America: a study in bilingual 
behavior. Philadelphia: Univer, Pa. Press, 1953. 

Hebb, D. O. The organization of behavior: a neurophysiological theory. 
New York: Wiley, 1949. 

Hebb, D. O. Drives and the G.N.S. ( Conceptual nervous system). 
Psychol. Rev., 1955, 62, 243-254. 

Herdan, G. Language as choice and chance. Groningen, Holland: 
P. Noordhoff Ltd., 1956. 

Hildum, D. C., & Brown, R. Verbal reinforcement and interviewer 
bias. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1956, 53, 108-111. 

Hofstäter, P. R. Farbsymbolik und Ambivalenz. Psychologishe Beit., 
1956, 2, 526-540. 

Hofstäter, P. R. Männlich und weiblich, Wiener Archiv für Psychol,, 
Psychiat., und Neurol., 1956, 6, 3-16. 

Hoijer, H. (Ed.) Language and culture. Amer. Anthrop., 1954, 56, 
No. 6. 

Howes, D. H. On the interpretation of word frequency as a variable 
affecting speed of recognition, J. exp. Psychol., 1954, 48, 106-112. 
Howes, D. H. On the relation between the probability of a word as 
an associate and in general linguistic usage. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 
1957, 54, 75-85. 

Howes, D. H., & Osgood, C. E. On the combination of associative 
probabilities in linguistic contexts. Amer. J. Psychol., 1954, 67, 241-258. 
Howes, D. H., & Solomon, R. L. Visual duration threshold as a func- 
tion of word-probability. J. exp. Psychol., 1951, 41, 401-410. 

Hull, C. L. Knowledge and purpose as habit mechanisms, Psychol. Rev. 
1930, 37, 511-525. 

Huse, H. R. The psychology of foreign language study. Chapel Hill, 
N.C.: Univer. N.C. Press, 1931. 

Irwin, ©. C. Infant speech. Scient. Amer., 1949, 18, 22-24. 
Jakobovits, L. A., & Lambert, W. E. Semantic satiation among bilin- 
guals. J. exp. Psychol., 1961, 62, 576-582. 3 
Jakobovits, L. A., & Lambert, W. E. Semantic satiation in an addi- 
tion task. Canad. J. Psychol., 1962, 16, 112-119, 


101. 


102. 


119. 


120 


Psycholinguistics 309 


Jakobson, R. Kindersprache, aphasie und allgemeine lautgesetze. 
Uppsala: Almquist and Wiksell, 1941. 

Jakobson, R. Why ‘mama’ and ‘papa’? In Perspectives in Psychological 
Theory. 1960. Pp. 124-134. 


. Jakobson, R., Fant, G. M., & Halle, M. Preliminaries to speeech anal- 


ysis: the distinctive features and their correlates. Tech. Report No. 13, 
MIT, Acoustics Lab., 1952. 


4. Jakobson, R. C., & Halle, M. Fundamentals of language. The Hague, 


Netherlands: Mouton, 1956. 


. Jenkins, J. J. Word association revisited. Paper read at Amer, Psychol. 


Ass., New York, September, 1954. 


. Jenkins, J. J. Degree of polarization and scores on the principal factors 


for concepts in the semantic atlas study, Unpublished manuscript, 
Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences, May, 1959. 

. Jenkins, J. J, & Russell, W. A. Associative clustering during recall. 
J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1952, 47, 818-821. 


. Jenkins, J. J., & Russell, W. A. Basic studies on individual and group 


behavior. Tech. Report, ONR Contract No. N8-onr-66216, 1956. 

. Jenkins, J. J., & Russell, W. A. Systematic changes in word association 
norms: 1910-1952, J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1960, 60, 293-304. 

. Jenkins, J. J, Russell, W. A., & Suci, G. J. An atlas of semantic 
profiles for 360 words. Tech. Report, ONR Contract No. N8-onr-66216, 
Univer. Minn,, March, 1957. 

. Jenkins, J. J., Russell, W. A., & Suci, G. J. A table of distances for 
the semantic atlas. Amer. J. Psychol., 1959, 72, 623-625. 


. Judson, A. J., & Cofer, C. N. Reasoning as an associative process: 


I. “Direction” in a simple verbal problem Psychol. Rep., 1956, 2, 
469-476. 


. Judson, A. J., Cofer, C. N., & Gelfand, S. Reasoning as an associative 


process: II. “Direction” in problem solving as a function of prior 
reinforcement of relevant responses. Psychol. Rep., 1956, 2, 501-508. 
Kahane, H., Kahane, R., & Saporta, S. Development of verbal cate- 
gories in child language. Int. J. Amer. Ling., 1958, 24, (4), 1-65. 


. Kanfer, F. H. Verbal rate, content and adjustment ratings in experi- 


mentally structured interviews. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1959, 58, 


305-311. P 
Kanfer, F. H. Word-association and the -drive hypothesis of anxiety. 
J. clin. Psychol., 1960, 16, 200-204. LARE, 3 

. Kent, G. H., & Rosanofl, A. J. A study of association ın insanity. 

Amer. J. Insanity, 1910, 67, 37-96; 317-390. m Std 

. Kluckhohn, C. Toward a comparison of valuc-emphases in different 
cultures. In The state of the social sciences. Chicago: Univer. Chicago 
Press, 1956. i 

Krasner, L, Studies of the conditioning of verbal behavior. Psychol. 
Bull., 1958, 55, 148-171. ’ 
. Kumata, H. A factor analytic investigation of the generality of semantic 


310 


124, 


128. 
129, 


CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


structure across two selected cultures. Unpublished doctoral disserta- 
tion, Univer. Ill., 1957. 


. Kumata, H., & Schramm, W. A pilot study of cross-cultural meaning 


Publ, Opin. Quart., 1956, 20, 229-238. 


. Lambert, W. E. Measurement of the linguistic dominance of bilinguals. 


J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1955, 50, 197-200. 


. Lambert, W. E. Developmental aspects of second-language acquisition. 


J. soc. Psychol., 1956, 43, 83-104. 
Lambert, W. E. Studies of the verbal behavior of bilinguals. Paper 
read at Midwest Psychol. Ass., St. Louis, May, 1956. 


. Lambert, W. E., Havelka, J., & Crosby, C. The influence of language- 


acquisition context on bilingualism. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1958, 
56, 239-244. 


. Lambert, W, E., Havelka, J., & Gardner, R. C. Linguistic manifes- 


tations of bilingualism. Amer. J. Psychol., 1959, 72, 77-82. 


. Lambert, W. E., & Jakobovits, L. A. Verbal satiation and changes in 


the intensity of meaning. J. exp. Psychol., 1960, 60, 376-383. 
Lasswell, H., et al. Language of politics. New York: Stewart, 1949. 
Lenneberg, E. H. Cognition in ethnolinguistics. Language, 1953, 29, 
463-471. 


. Lenneberg, E. H. A probabilistic approach to language learning. Behav. 


Sci, 1957, 2, 1-12. 


- Lenneberg, E. H., & Roberts, J. M. The language of experience: a 


study in methodology. Supplement to Int. J. Amer. Ling., 1956, 
22, No. 13. 


- Leopold, W. F. Speech development of a bilingual child. Evanston, 


Ill.: Northwestern Univer. Press, 1947. 4 vols. 


- Leopold, W. F. The study of child language and infant bilingualism. 


Word, 1948, 4, 1-17. 


. Levin, S. M. The effects of awareness on verbal conditioning. J. exp. 


Psychol., 1961, 61, 67-75. 


. Levi-Strauss, C., Jakobson, R., Voegelin, C. F., Sebeok, T. A., et al. 


Results of a conference of anthropologists and linguists. Supplement 
to Int. J. Amer. Ling., 1953, 19, No. 2. 


. Liberman, A. M. Some results of research on speech reception. J. 


acoust. Soc. Amer., 1957, 29, 117-123. 


- Liberman, A. M., Delattre, P. C. & Cooper, F. S. The role of selected 


stimulus variables in the perception of the unvoiced stop consonants. 
Amer. J. Psychol., 1952, 65, 497-516. 


. Liberman, A. M., Delattre, P. C., Cooper, F. S., & Gerstman, L. J. 


The role of consonant-vowel transitions in the perception of the stop 
and nasal consonants. Psychol. Monogr., 1954, 68, No. 379. 


- Liberman, A. M., Harris, K. S., Hoffman, H. S., & Griffith, B. C. 


The discrimination of speech sounds within and across phoneme 
boundaries. Unpublished report, Haskins Lab., New York, 1956. 


. Lipton, L., & Blanton, R. L. An experimental examination of the 


mediation hypotheses. Unpublished research, Univer. Ky., 1957. 


154. 


Psycholinguistics 311 


. Lorge, I. The semantic count of the 570 commonest English words. 


New York: Teachers Coll., Columbia Univer., Bureau of Publications, 
1949. 


. Lounsbury, F. G. A semantic analysis of the Pawnee kinship usage. 


Language, 1956, 32, 158-194. 


. Luria, A. R. Traumatic aphasia. Moscow: Acad. Med. Sci., 1947. 
. Luria, A. R. Brain disorders and language analysis. Lang. & Speech, 


1958, 1, 14-34. 


. McCarthy, D. Language development in children. In L. Carmichael 


(Ed.), Manual of child psychology. New York: Wiley, 1946. 


. McCarthy, D. Organismic interpretations of infant vocalizations, Child 


Develpm., 1952, 23, 273-280. 


. Maclay, H. An experimental study of language and non-linguistic 


behavior. S. J. Anthrop., 1958, 14, 220-229. 


. Maclay, H., & Osgood, C. E. Hesitation phenomenon in spontaneous 


English speech. Word, 1959, 15, 19-44. 


. Maclay, H., & Sleator, M. D. Responses to language: Judgments of 


grammaticalness, Int. J. Amer. Ling., 1960, 26, 275-282. 


. McMurray, G. A. A study of “fittingness” of signs to words by means 


of the semantic differential. J. exp. Psychol., 1958, 56, 310-312. 


. Malmo, R. B. Activation: a neurophysiological dimension. Psychol. 


Rev., 1959, 66, 367-386. 


. Maltzman, I. Thinking: from a behavioristic point of view. Psychol. 


Rev., 1955, 62, 275-286. 


. Mandelbrot, B. Structure formelle des textes et communication. Word, 


1954, 10, 1-27. b 
Miller, G. A. Language and communication. New York: McGraw-Hill, 
1951. 


. Miller, G. A. What is information measurement? Amer. Psychologist, 


1953, 8, 3-11. 


. Miller, G. A. The magical number seven, plus or minus two: Some 


limits on our capacity for processing information. Psychol. Rev., 1956, 


63, 81-97. 


. Miller, G. A. Speech and communication. J. acoust. Soc. Amer., 1958, 


30, 397-398. 


. Miller, G. A., & Frick, F. C. Statistical behavioristics and sequences 


of responses. Psychol. Rev., 1949, 56, 311-324. 


. Miller, G. A., Galanter, E., & Pribram, K. H. Plans and the structure 


of behavior. New York: Holt-Dryden, 1960. 


. Miller, G. A., Heise, G. A., & Lichten, W. The intelligibility of speech 


as a function of the context of the test materials. J. exp. Psychol., 1951, 


41, 329-335. 


. Miller, G. A., Newman, E. B., & Friedman, E. A. Length-frequency 


statistics for written English. Inform. & Control, 1958, 1, 370-389. 


. Miller, G. A., & Nicely, P. E. An analysis of perceptual confusions 


among some English consonants. J. acoust. Soc. Amer., 1955, 27, 338- 
352. 


z 


183. 


184. 


185. 


CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


. Miller, G. A., & Selfridge, J. A. Verbal context and the recall of mean- 


ingful material. Amer. J. Psychol., 1950, 63, 176-185. 


- Miller, J. G. Information input overload and psychopathology. Amer. 


J. Psychiat., 1960, 116, 695-704. 


. Miron, M. S. A cross-linguistic investigation of phonetic symbolism. 


J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1961, 62, 623-630. 


. Morris, C. Signs, language and behavior. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Pren- 


tice-Hall, 1946. 


. Morris, C. Varieties of human value. Chicago: Univer. Chicago Press, 


1956, 


. Morris, C. Words without meaning. Review of B. F, Skinner, Verbal 


behavior, Contemp. Psychol., 1958, 3, 212-214. 


. Morris, C., & Jones, L. V. Value scales and dimensions, J. abnorm. 


soc. Psychol., 1955, 51, 523-535. 


. Mowrer, O. H. Speech development in the young child. J. Speech 


Dis., 1952, 17, 263-268. 


. Mowrer, O, H. The psychologist looks at language. Amer. Psychologist, 


1954, 9, 660-694. 


. Mowrer, O. H. The psychology of the sentence. Unpublished manu- 


script, Univer. Ill.: 1957. (Mimeographed) 


» Murdock, G. P, Cross-language parallels in parental kin terms. 


Anthrop. Ling., 1959, 1, 1-5. 


» Neisser, U. An experimental distinction between perceptual process 


and verbal response. J. exp. Psychol., 1954, 47, 399-402. 


. Newman, E. B. The pattern of vowels and consonants in various 


languages. Amer. J. Psychol., 1951, 64, 369-379. 


ry Noble, C. E. An analysis of meaning. Psychol. Rev., 1952, 59, 421-430. 


Norman, W. T, Stability characteristics of the semantic differential. 
Tech. Report, ONR Contract No. N8-onr-66216, Univer. Minn., 1958. 


. Olmsted, D. L., & Moore, O. K. Language, psychology and linguis- 


tics. Psychol, Rev., 1952, 59, 414-420. 


. Osgood, C. E. The nature and measurement of meaning. Psychol. 


Bull., 1952, 49, 197-237. 


. Osgood, C. E. Method and theory in experimental psychology. New 


York: Oxford, 1953, 


- Osgood, C. E. Behavior theory and the social sciences. Behav. Scis 


1956, 1, 167-185. 


- Osgood, C. E. A behavioristic analysis of perception and meaning as 


cognitive phenomena. Symposium on cognition, University of Colorado, 
1955. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univer. Press, 1957. 

Osgood, C. E. Motivational dynamics of language behavior. In M. R. 
Jones (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation. Lincoln, Neb.: 
Univer. Neb. Press, 1957. 

Osgood, S. E. A question of sufficiency. Review of B. F. Skinner, 
Verbal behavior. Contemp. Psychol., 1958, 3, 209-212. 

Osgood, C. E. Semantic space revisited: a reply to Uriel Weinreich’s 
review of The measurement of meaning. Word, 1959, 15, 192-200. 


. Pike, K. L. Language in relation to a uni 


Psycholinguisties 313 


. Osgood, C. E. The cross-cultural generality of visual-verbal synesthetic 


tendencies. Behav. Sci., 1960, 5, 146-169. 


. Osgood, C. E. Psycholinguistic relativity vs. universality. Paper read 


at Int. Congr. Psychol., Bonn, August, 1960. 


. Osgood, C. E., & Anderson, L. Certain relations among experienced 


contingencies, associative structure, and contingencies in encoded 
messages. Amer. J. Psychol., 1957, 70, 411-420. 


. Osgood, C. E., & Luria, Z. A blind analysis of a case of multiple 


personality using the semantic differential. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 


1954, 49, 579-591. 


. Osgood, C. E., & Miron, M. S. Dimensionality in aphasia. Unpublished 


research, Univer. Ill., 1959. 


. Osgood, C. E., Saporta, S., & Nunnally, J. C. Evaluative assertion 


analysis. Litera, 1956, 3, 47-102. 


. Osgood, C, E., & Sebeok, T. A. (Eds.) Psycholinguistics: a survey of 


theory and research problems. Part 2. Supplement to J. abnorm. 
soc. Psychol., 1954, 49, (4) , 203. 


. Osgood, C. E., Suci, G. J., & Tannenbaum, P, H. The measurement of 


meaning. Urbana, Ill.: Univer. Ill. Press, 1957. 


. Osgood, C. E., & Wilson, K. V. Some terms and associated measures 


for talking about human communications. Unpublished research paper, 
Univer. Ill., 1961. (Mimeographed) 


. Penfield, W., & Roberts, L. Speech and brain mechanisms. Princeton, 


N.J.: Princeton Univer. Press, 1959. 


. Piaget, J. The child’s conception of the world. New York: Harcourt, 


Brace, 1929. 


. Piaget, J. The child’s conception of physical causality. New York: 


Harcourt, Brace, 1930. 


. Piaget, J. The child’s conception of number. London: Routledge, 1952. 
. Pike, K. L. Phonetics. Ann Arbor, Mich.: Univer, Mich. Press, 1943. 


fied theory of the structure 
of human behavior. Glendale, Calif.: Summer Institute of Linguistics, 
1954, 


« Pool, I. D. (Ed.) Trends in content analysis. Urbana, Ill.: Univer. Ill. 


Press, 1959. 


. Postman, L. The experimental analysis of motivational factors in per- 


ception. In M. R. Jones (Ed.), Current theory and research in motiva- 
tion. Lincoln, Neb.: Univer. Neb. Press, 1953. 


. Postman, L., Bruner, J. S., & Walk, R. D. The perception of error. 


Brit. J. Psychol., 1951, 42, 1-10. 


. Postman, L., & Rosenzweig, M. R. Practice and transfer in the visual 


and auditory recognition of verbal stimuli. Amer. J. Psychol., 1956, 69, 
209-226. 


. Prothro, E. T., & Keehn, J. D. Stereotypes and semantic space. J. soc. 


Psychol., 1957, 45, 197-209. 


. Quastler, H. (Ed.) Information theory in psychology. Glencoe, Il: 


Free Press, 1955. 


CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


. Razran, G. Experimental semantics. Trans. N.Y. Acad. Sci., 1952, 14 


171-177. 


. Rosenzweig, M. R., & Postman, L. Intelligibility as a function of 


frequency of usage. J. exp. Psychol., 1957, 54, 412-422. 


. Rosenzweig, M. R., & Postman, L. Frequency of usage and the percep- 


tion of words. Science, 1958, 127, 263-266. 


. Rubenstein, H., & Aborn, M. Psycholinguistics. Annu. Rev. Psychol, 


1960, 291-322. 


- Russell, W. A., & Jenkins, J. J. The complete Minnesota norms for 


responses to 100 words from the Kent-Rosanoff word association test, 
Tech. Report No. 11, ONR Contract No. N8-onr-66216. 


. Ryan, J. J. Comparison of verbal response transfer mediated by 


meaningfully similar and associated stimuli, J. exp. Psychol., 1960, 60, 
408-415. 


. Salzinger, K. Experimental manipulation of verbal behavior. J. gen. 


Psychol., 1959, 61, 65-94. 


. Salzinger, K., & Pisoni, S. Reinforcement of affect responses of 


schizophrenics during the clinical interview. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 
1958, 57, 84-90. 

Saporta, S. Frequency of consonant clusters, Language, 1955, 31, 25-30. 
Saporta, S. Linguistic structure as a factor and as a measure in word 


association. Paper read at a work conference on word association, 
Univer. Minn., 1955. 


. Schellenberg, P. E. A group free association test for college students. 


Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Univer. Minn., 1930. 


. Schramm, W, Information theory and mass communication. Journ. 


Quart., 1955, 32, 131-146. 


. Schuell, H., & Jenkins, J. J. The nature of language deficit in asphasia. 


Psychol. Rev., 1959, 66, 45-67. 
Sebeok, T. A. (Ed.) Style in language. New York: Wiley, 1960. 


Shannon, C. E. Prediction and entropy of printed English. Bell Syst. 
Tech. J., 1951, 30, 50-64. 


. Shannon, C. E., & Weaver, W. The mathematical theory of communi- 


cation. Urbana, Ill.: Univer, Ill. Press, 1949. 


. Siipola, E., Walker, N. M., & Kolb, D. Task attitudes in word associa- 


tion, projective and non-projective. J. Pers., 1955, 23, 441-459. 


. Skinner, B. F. The verbal summator and a method for the study of 


latent speech. /. Psychol., 1936, 2, 71-107. 


. Skinner, B. F. The distribution of associated words. Psychol. Rev., 


1937, 1, 71-76, 


. Skinner, B. F. The alliteration in Shakespeare’s sonnets: a study in 


literary behavior. Psychol. Rev., 1939, 3, 186-192. 


. Skinner, B. F. A quantitative estimate of certain types of sound-pattern- 


ing in poetry. Amer. J. Psychol., 1941, 54, 64-79. 


. Skinner, B. F. Verbal behavior. William James lectures, Harvard 


Univer., 1948, (Mimeographed) 


229. 
230. 


231. 


232. 


233. 


234. 


235. 


236. 
237. 


238. 


239, 
240, 
241. 
242. 
243, 
244, 
245, 
246. 
247, 
248, 
249, 


Psycholinguistics 315 


Skinner, B. F. Verbal behavior. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
1957. 

Smith, W. M., McCrary, J. W., & Smith, K. U. Delayed visual feed- 
back and behavior. Science, 1960, 132, 1013-1014. 

Solarz, A. K. Latency of instrumental responses as a function of com- 
patability with the meaning of eliciting verbal signs. J. exp. Psychol., 
1960, 59, 239-245. 

Solley, Œ, M. Problem solving difficulty as a function of deviation of 
“meaning” of physical cues from expected “meaning.” J. gen. Psychol., 
1957, 57, 165-171. 

Solley, C. M., & Messick, S. J. Probability learning, the statistical struc- 
ture of concept, and the measurement of meaning. Amer. J. Psychol., 
1957, 70, 161-173. 

Solomon, R. L., & Postman, L. Frequency of usage as a determinant of 
recognition thresholds for words. J. exp. Psychol., 1952, 43, 195-201. 
Spence, K. W., Farber, I. E., & McFann, H. H. The relation of 
anxiety (drive) level to performance in competitional and non-com- 
petitional paired-associates learning. J. exp. Psychol., 1956, 52, 296-305. 
Staats, A. W. Verbal habit-families, concepts, and the operant condi- 
tioning of word classes. Psychol. Rev., 1961, 68, 190-204. 

Staats, A. W., & Staats, C. K. Attitudes established by classical condi- 
tioning. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1958, 57, 37-40. 

Staats, A. W., & Staats, C. K. First-order conditioning of word meaning. 
Tech. Report, No. 6, N-onr-2305 (oo), Ariz. State Coll. at Tempe, 
1958. 

Staats, A. W., & Staats, C. K. Meaning and m: correlated but separate. 
Psychol. Rev., 1959, 66, 136-144. „Por 
Staats, A. W., Staats, C. K., & Biggs, D. A. Meaning of verbal stimuli 
changed by conditioning. Amer. J. Psychol., 1958, 71, 429-431. N 
Staats, C. K., & Staats, A. W. Meaning established by classical condi- 
tioning. J. exp. Psychol., 1957, 54, 74-80. 

Staats, C. K., & Staats, A. W. Effect of number of trials on the language 
conditioning of meaning. Amer. Psychologist, 1958, 13, 415. (Abstract) 
Stetson, R. H. Motor phonetics: a study of speech movements in action. 
Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Co., 1951. ; 

Suci, G. J. A comparison of semantic structures in American Southwest 
culture groups. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1960, 60, 25-30. t 

Taffel, C. Anxiety and the conditioning of verbal behavior. J. abnorm. 
soc. Psychol., 1955, 51, 496-501. ; N 
Taylor, W. L. ‘Cloze Procedure’: a new tool for measuring readibility. 
Journ. Quart., 1953, 30, 415-433. x 
Taylor, W. L. Recent developments in the use of ‘Cloze Procedure. 
Journ. Quart., 1956, 33, No. 1. \ 

Templin, M. C. Certain language skills in children; their development 
and interrelationships. Inst. Child Welf. Monogr., 1957, No. 26, 
Thorndike, E. L. A teacher’s word book of the twenty thousand words 
found most frequently and widely in general reading for children and 


316 


250. 
251. 


252. 


253; 


254. 
255: 


256. 


257. 
258. 
259. 
260. 


261. 


262. 
263. 
264. 
265. 
266. 
267. 


268, 


CHARLES E. OSGOOD 


young people. New York: Teachers Coll., Columbia Univer., Bureau 
of Publications, 1932. 

Thorndike, E. L. The psychology of pronunciation. Amer. J. Psychol., 
1948, 61, 222-228. 

Thorson, A. M. The relation of tongue movements to internal speech. 
J. exp. Psychol., 1925, 8, 1-32. ; 
Thumb, A., & Marbe, K. Experimentelle Untersuchungen iiber die 
psychologischen Grundlagen der sprachlichen Analogiebildung. Leipzig: 
W. Engelmann, 1901. ; 
Triandis, H. C., & Osgood, C. E. A comparative factor analysis of 
semantic structures in monolingual Greek and American college students. 
J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1958, 57, 187-196. 

Tucker, W. T. Experiments in aesthetic communications. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Univer. Ill., 1955. 

Twaddell, W. F. Stetson’s model and the ‘supra-segmental phonemes.’ 
Language, 1953, 29, 415-453. 

Van de Geer, J. P. Studies in codability: I. Identification and recogni- 
tion of colors; II, Identification and recognition of facial expressions. 
Unpublished report, Psychologisch Institut van de Ruksuniversiteit te 
Leiden, 1960. 

Verplanck, W. S. The control of the content of conversation: Rein- 
forcement of statements of opinion. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1955, 51, 
668-676. 

Weinreich, U. Languages in contact. New York: Linguistic Circle, 1953. 
Weinreich, U, Travels through semantic space. Word, 1958, 14, 346- 
366. 

Wepman, J. M., Bock, R. D., Jones, L. V., & Van Pelt, D. Psycho- 
linguistic study of aphasia. J. Speech Dis., 1956, 21, 468-477. 

Werner, H., & Kaplan, E. The acquisition of word meanings: a 
developmental study. Monogr. Soc. Res. Child Develpm., 1950, 15, 
No. 1. 

Wertheimer, M. The relation between the sound of a word and its 
meaning. Amer. J. Psychol., 1958, 71, 412-415. 

Wertheimer, M., & Gillis, W. M. Satiation and the rate of lapse of 
verbal meaning. J. gen. Psychol., 1958, 59, 79-85. 

Whorf, B. L. Language, thought and reality. In J. B. Carroll (Ed.), 
Selected writings of Benjamin Lee Whorf. New York: Wiley, 1956. 
Woodrow, H., & Lowell, I. Children’s 
Psychol, Monogr., 1916, 22, No. 5. 
Yavuz, H. S., & Bousfield, W. A. Recall 
Psychol. Rep., 1959, 5, 319-320, 
Yule, G. U. The statistical study 
Cambridge, 1944, 


Zipf, G. K. Human behavior and the principle of least effort. Reading, 
Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1949. 


association frequency tables. 
of connotative meaning. 


of literary vocabulary. New York: 


SOCIOLOGY AND PSYCHOLOGY" 
ALEX INKELES 
Department of Social Relations 
Harvard University 


Tatroduction . 220.2. + 7), a Er 
Durkheim’s Le Suicide: an Illustration. » » = = + + * + * * * 321 
The Role of General Personality Theory . » - = + = en non 332 
General personality theory and juvenile delinquency . - » + + < i 336 
General personality theory and social movements. - + + = 7 i = 344 
Modal Personality Patterns. .. «+. eu ae nen Be =» 
Personality and role performance . » + © un * * * 7 * * an 
Personality and system integration BEE STR, TAEST S a 
Special Psychological Theories . |: 2 jsbusr= isc) unineme 363 
Some Comments on Concepts and Methods . - + rn * * * 30 
Articulating sociology and psychology a A: 
Eutite Prospects . . 12. 12.20, U po oEsEe ee au 
The general theory of the normal personality ae 
Development of personality under varying social conditions 378 
Growth of the normal personality . an 
Nonpathological adjustment to conflict and strain ee) 
Advances in personality assessment . za 
Relations to authority and others . ae 
Conceptions of self . a 
Dominant needs or motives . - - - a 
Typical polarities and primary dilemmas. a 
Modes of impulse control ee 
Expressive modes . ia 
Modes of conative functioning. En 
Modes of cognitive functioning 7 

i a of the special psychologies - j 383 
OCT previously outlined the position, taken im @lisypapens23) 82 article pn 
Raa and Soa Scr which appeared Sen ye a pil 
by Basic S erton, Leonard Broom, oe Be ee effort have been 
ies oks of New York in 1959. Parts 0 resented here I 


317 


318 ALEX INKELES 


INTRODUCTION 


It would not be at all difficult to assemble a set of fifty or one 
hundred recent articles in social psychology, half chosen from the psy- 
chological and half from the sociological journals, which would be 
so much alike that no one Judging without knowledge of source or author 
could with any precision discriminate those written by professional soci- 
ologists from those written by psychologists. Several considerations follow 
from this simple fact. Clearly the two disciplines cannot be defined in 
terms of what psychologists and sociologists respectively “do,” since they 
so often do the same thing. Recourse to the different history and develop- 
ment of the disciplines, while of intrinsic interest, must be treated as 
irrelevant to the appropriate formulation of their present nature. In any 
event, this approach is merely a variant on the theme of what psy- 
chologists and sociologists do. Reference to the wide range of problems 
dealt with by either psychology or sociology alone is not satisfactory 
either, since it fails to meet the problem of overlap with which we began, 

Should we then have three disciplines, psychology, sociology, and 
social psychology? Perhaps, but before we add to the proliferating be- 
havioral sciences we should have exhausted every other remedy. Further- 
more, many of the problems not shared today may be tomorrow, de- 
pending on the accidents of academic and scientific history. Others which 
do not overlap or are peripheral to either discipline are such because of 
accidents of national academic history, and not on logical grounds. In 
England, for example, anthropology has a strong sociological flavor and 
is there much more concerned with the study of social structure than it is 
in the United States. Indeed, as Kroeber points out, on the Continent 
“there is of course nothing corresponding to American anthropology : 
prehistory, ethnology and (physical) anthropology have different roots 
and affiliations, remain and mostly want to remain distinct” [39, p. 308]. 

These considerations argue strongly in favor of some other way of 
defining the two disciplines, By far the simplest method is to define each 
in terms of one central, exclusive, and independent problem or focus of 
interest. For purposes of this discussion, I will treat psychology as the 
study of the individual as a personality system and sociology as the study 
of aggregates of people, large or small, constituting a social system.? In 
selecting these definitions I am, of course, excluding from consideration 


* Anthropology is conceived by some as also concerned with many features of 
the social system, Others define it as the study of a cultural system, in many ways 
conceptually quite distinct from the social system. Even this definition, however, 
means much overlap with typical sociological concerns, as in the study of values. 
Although I incline to the second definition, I have made no special attempt to keep 
sociological concerns distinct from anthropological. 
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a wide range of important theory and research customarily defined as 
part of psychology, such as psychoacoustics and comparable work on 
vision. There are various alternatives for conceptualizing the field of psy- 
chology, several of which are mainly oriented toward biology and 
physiology. It is not my intention here to argue the relative merits of these 
approaches. My assigned task in this symposium is to consider the rela- 
tions of sociology and psychology from the sociologist’s perspective. From 
that point of view, it is mainly the psychology of the human personality 
which is of relevance and interest. 

In so far as psychology and sociology are defined mainly in terms of 
discrete analytic foci, many will find themselves assigned to a field quite 
other than the one in which they were trained and with which they 
identify professionally. Many psychologists concern themselves mainly 
with the efficiency of groups, which is a social system problem, while 
some trained as sociologists inquire into the personality traits which pre- 
dispose one to suicide or crime, which is a personal system problem. In 
other words, I am classifying people according to what they do, but this 
principle has now been turned on its head. The discipline is not defined 
by what those accepting its label do. Instead, a discipline is defined in 
terms of a given problem or object of study and the relevant efforts to 
uncover the laws governing the particular phenomenon. The scholar or 
scientist is assigned to one or another discipline according to the problem 
on which he is in fact working. That many who think of themselves as 
sociologists will find themselves psychologists by this definition, and vice 
versa, is of no importance. The purpose of this discussion is to achieve 
conceptual clarification, not to decide on membership criteria for pro- 
fessional societies. 

The many analogs in the study of personality and society which follow 
from their sharing a conception of each as a system should not obscure 
the basic differences in the system referent. All such systems involve com- 
ponent elements or properties and patterns of relation or interaction be- 
tween these elements. Both social and personal systems may have pat- 
terns of development and distinctive histories. It may be important to 
consider the relations between the system studied and other systems of the 
same or a different type, and so on. These properties they share as sys- 
tems do not make either the personal or the social system any less dis- 
crete. To achieve the purposes of either discipline, it may be necessary 
to consider certain aspects of the other, but the ultimate objects of study 
remain separate and distinct. Certain methods may also be held in com- 
mon, and indeed certain situations might be studied by both disciplines, 
but in each case the data is integrated with different additional materials 
addressed to the solution of different problems. Psychology and sociology 
as here defined are similar not because person and society are “ulti- 
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mately” the same object of study; the similarity lies only in the fact that 
both person and society are conceived of as systems of action. 

The failure to recognize this distinction leads to the most serious 
confusion. Efforts to reduce one system to the other are sometimes justi- 
fied as following from a principle of science which requires reducing 
more complex propositions to simpler and more “general” ones. Naive 
generalization from this principle leads to absurdities. The engineering 
principles on which the construction of a house ultimately rests cannot 
be efficiently reduced to the atomic structure of the materials which 
compose it. This is not to say that the atomic structure is irrelevant. 
Indeed, knowledge of such properties of materials can have a marked 
effect on the kinds of structures attempted and built. Such knowledge 
would, however, be merely a datum available to those designing build- 
ings rather than a principle governing their construction. Just so, knowl- 
edge of the cognitive mapping of which individuals are capable becomes 
a datum for the sociologist interested in the structure of opinion or the 
ideology dominant in a social system. Nevertheless, the pattern of cog- 
nitive mapping which characterizes individuals is not a principle of 
social structure. It may be a principle of personality structure, but it is 
only a relevant datum for the student of social structure. 

It seems appropriate at this point to state the main argument of this 
Paper in broad outline. The study of social systems can often be made 
much more incisive if one element in the analysis is a psychological 
theory, that is, a theory of the person as a system. This is true in at least 
three major respects. In the first instance, specification of the conse- 
quences of different institutional arrangements, that is, of the structural 
aspects of a social system, often depends on correct estimation of the 
given arrangements’ meaning for, or effect on, the human personality. 
Since all institutional arrangements are ultimately mediated through in- 
dividual human action, the consequences of any institutional arrange- 
ment will, at least in part, depend upon its effects on the human per- 
Sonality. To estimate the influence of one aspect of social structure on 
another one must, therefore, consider the role of the personality system 
as the main intervening variable. An adequate general theory of the per- 
Sonality as a system will, consequently, always be an important, and at 
times crucial, element in any analysis of a social system. 

In the second instance, adequate assessment of the functioning of any 
Social system, or of the maintenance and change of particular patterns 
within it, may in important degree depend on knowledge of the par- 
ticular personality traits, needs, structures, and adjustments of the par- 
ticipants in the system. In this case it is not the general theory of per- 
Sonality which is critical, but rather the detailed knowledge about the 
distribution of particular qualities in the population. In the degree and 
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quality of the fit between the modal personality patterns prevalent in the 
population and the role demands characteristic of the social system lies 
one of the keys to the system’s functioning and one of the central points 
for the articulation of psychological and sociological theory. 

As a third point, it seems evident that some of the more specialized 
psychological fields—most obviously the study of learning, but also of 
cognition and perception—have great potential relevance for our under- 
standing of major social processes. 

It will be noted that in each of the above points I consider only the 
significance of psychology for an understanding of sociological problems. 
To draw the conclusion that I believe sociology can be reduced to psy- 
chology would be incorrect. It would be equally wrong to assume that I 
do not believe sociological theory and research to be of great relevance 
for the solution of problems in which the personality system is the main 
focus of concern. In the division of labor in this symposium, however, it 
was decided to have each set of relations between psychology and another 
discipline discussed simultaneously, but separately, by a psychologist and 
a representative of the other discipline. By agreement with my psycho- 
logical colleague, it is being left to him to discuss the implications of 
sociology for psychological analysis. This paper therefore concerns itself 
exclusively with the ways in which psychology can be used as an aid in 
the solution of problems which are sociological in focus. It argues that 
sociological research has suffered from the failure to use psychological 
theory and established knowledge about personality as an element in 
sociological analysis. In reading the lecture which I here deliver to my 
colleagues, the psychologist cannot hope merely to stand by and enjoy 
it all. An equally important part of my argument is that psychology has 
been woefully inadequate in providing sociologists with general knowl- 
edge about human personality, with special knowledge about more 
important psychological processes such as cognition, with adequate con- 
ceptualization of the particular traits of personality and techniques for 
measuring them adaptable to large-scale social rescarch. 


DURKHEIM’S LE SUICIDE: AN ILLUSTRATION 


The relative exclusion of psychological factors from sociological 
analysis has a long history. To illustrate the consequences of that exclu- 
sion, and to suggest the advantages of correcting this position, few works 
can serve us more profitably than that classic of sociological research, 
Emile Durkheim’s Suicide [16]. This choice enables us to sce the prob- 
lems in historical perspective. Yet the case is not solely of historical in- 
terest. Although this ground has been gone over many times, it seems 
that there are many who still do not know where the pitfalls lie. Another 
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effort to map it is, therefore, not totally amiss. Durkheim’s work is still 
regarded as a model of sociological research, and most sociologists 
would probably be proud could they produce it today. As we shall later 
see, it is indeed a living model beyond which more recent work has not 
often greatly advanced. 

Durkheim noted that the mortality rate “is substantially the same for 
all peoples of approximately the same degree of civilization,” whereas 
this was not true for suicide. Although the rate for any particular country 
varied only slightly from year to year, the rate for some countries in the 
same broad civilization of Western Europe was two, three, or even four 
times greater than in others. The rate of suicide, therefore, could be 
considered an attribute of a society, a characteristic index which “is 
peculiar to each social group” [16, p. 50]. Durkheim hoped to explain 
these differences in the rate of suicide, and he sought the explanation in 
certain other qualities or attributes of society. His goal was to discover 
some general variable cause in social structures which would in turn de- 
termine variation in the rates of suicide. 

Durkheim distinguished three types of suicide, according to the 
conditions under which they appear, and adduced a causal or explana- 
tory principle for each. In each case, however, the cause specified is a 
characteristic of the social structure yielding the given rate. By far the 
most important, fully documented, and elaborated type Durkheim 
called “egoistic” suicide. With an array of statistics impressive for his 
time, he demonstrated that suicide rates varied inversely with the “de- 
gree of integration” in the society in which the suicides were found. In 
“religious society,” suicide rates were higher in Protestant countries and 
Protestant districts of particular countries than in Catholic areas. In 
“domestic society,” the unmarried, widowed, and divorced had higher 
rates than did the married; childless women produced more suicides than 
those with children; and areas with large families yielded fewer suicides 
than those with smaller families. Relative to the state of integration of 
“political society,” he showed that suicide occurred less frequently in time 
of war than in time of peace. Since the religious society, the family, and 
the nation-state are different in so many respects, the cause of suicide 
must lie in some quality which can be possessed in different degree by all 
of them. That quality Durkheim isolated and defined as “the degree of 
integration of the social groups of which the individual forms a part” 
[16, p. 209]. 

We are quite in agreement with Durkheim in his assertion that his 
study is sociological, because it seeks to explain a characteristic or “pre- 
disposition” of society. We would also agree with him that whether or 
not “this or that separate individual” will kill himself “concerns the 
psychologist, not the sociologist” [16, p. 51]. We share, as well, the con- 
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clusion that if “extra-social’” causes such as “organic-psychic dispositions 
and the nature of the physical environment” could be demonstrated to 
bear “a regular and indisputable relation to suicide,” then the problem 
would have been shown to be other than sociological. It is more diffi- 
cult to assume, however, as Durkheim seemed at various points to do, 
that he needed no psychology of the individual to explain the leap from 
a “state of integration” in the society to the series of individual acts 
which, in sum, yield the suicide rate. Indeed, he ruled out the psy- 
chology of the individual entirely when he asserted : 


We shall try to determine the productive causes of suicide directly, with- 
out concerning ourselves with the forms they can assume in particular 
individuals, Disregarding the individual as such, his motives and his ideas, 
we shall seek directly the states of the various social environments (religious 
confessions, family, political society, occupational groups, etc.) , in terms of 
which the variations of suicide occur. 


[And later] 


Wholly different are the results we obtained when we forgot the indi- 
vidual and sought the causes of the suicidal aptitude of each society in the 
nature of the societies themselves .... The social suicide-rate can be 
explained only sociologically . . . . The victim’s acts which at first seem to 
express only his personal temperament are really the supplement and pro- 
longation of a social condition which they express externally [16, pp. 151, 
299]. 


There remained, however, a logically compelling need for some 
mechanism to convert the state of social integration into individual acts 
of suicide. Despite the tone of his quoted remarks, Durkheim finally 
found it necessary to refer to human psychology in order to answer the 
question: How can suicide have such an origin? Man’s psychological 
constitution, he said, “needs an object transcending it.” Without such 
an object, man is “in such a state of confusion [that] the least cause of 
discouragement may easily give birth to desperate resolutions. If life is 
not worth the trouble of being lived, everything becomes a pretext to rid 
ourselves of it” [16, p. 213]. Society itself is the most ubiquitous of these 
necessary transcending objects. Where society is not integrated, there is, 
in effect, no such transcending object. Then the individual, having “too 
keen a feeling for himself and his own value . . » wishes to be his own 
only goal, and as such an objective cannot satisfy him, drags out 
languidly and indifferently an existence which henceforth seems mean- 
ingless to him” [16, p. 356]. 

In judging Durkheim’s analysis, 
that Suicide was written well before 1900, 
psychological language was perforce that o! 


we should not lose sight of the fact 
before Freud and Cooley. His 
f his time. Quite apart from 
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the issue of quaintness of expression, however, Durkheim gave little indi- 
cation that he had a consistent or coherent general theory of personality, 
and some substantial difficulties followed therefrom. The quotations in 
the above paragraph suggest what might be labeled the “Janguishing- 
man” theory of suicide, one which treats suicide as the product of a kind 
of boredom or apathy as reflected in key words and phrases such as 
“discouragement,” “not worth the trouble,” “drags out,” “languid and 
indifferent.” This explanation does not do justice to the nature of suicide 
as an act by an individual. It requires an extremely definite decision, 
and usually a very substantial amount of effort, to commit suicide. It is 
a supreme act of violence, albeit against the self. This hardly seems to be 
the likely course for someone who exists languidly and indifferently. 

At some level, Durkheim must have been aware of this, since else- 
where in his study he posited yet another, but substantially different, 
theory about the dynamics of human personality. At several points he 
speaks of the salutary-effect of an integrated society as following from its 
greater propensity to “control or restrain the individual.” When society 
is strongly integrated, it “holds individuals under its control, considers 
them at its service and thus forbids them to dispose willfully of them- 
selves. Accordingly, it opposes their evading their duties to it through 
death” [16, p. 209]. I think it not unfair to state that this language im- 
plies that man has a drive to evade duties and perhaps a drive “to 
dispose willfully of himself” which, if not restrained by society, will lead 
to suicide, Thus, alongside the languishing-man theory of suicide we have 
a second theory, more congruent with the active nature of the act, 
which we may call the “desperate-prisoner” theory. This latter approach, 
which more orthodox Freudian theory would find congenial, was un- 
fortunately at no point brought by Durkheim to the status of an ex- 
plicit theory of personality. Yet unless we infer that Durkheim meant to 
posit an innate drive to self-destruction, we are left with an explanation 
of suicide which places the motive force outside the person. As Durkheim 
said, society “considers them at its service,” and the society “forbids them 
to dispose willfully of themselves.” 

Durkheim was so bent on establishing the direct effect of social 
conditions on suicide that he greatly underplayed the mediating role of 
the individual who responds to the conditions and commits the act which 
adds to the rate. We cannot be satisfied with either the languishing-man 
or the desperate-prisoner theory. Whatever the correlation he demon- 
strated, his argument lacks the conviction which a more adequate con- 
ceptualization of personal psychology might have given him. To make 
this more than a mere assertion, an affirmation of faith, it is necessary to 
show how such a theory would better fit the data available to Durkheim 
or that it provides a superior explanation of some new data of the same 
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general order. Anything less challenges the relevance of our assertion 
that an adequate theory of personality functioning is important for the 
kind of analysis Durkheim undertook. 

Let us begin by doing that which Durkheim did not do, namely, look- 
ing closely and analytically at the act of suicide. Suicide is a conscious, 
motivated act. It is an act against the self and reflects a desire to 
eliminate the self. The physical pain suffered by an extremely sick person 
can easily lead to such action, and we generally have little difficulty in 
“understanding” the suicide of a person in that situation. Most people 
who commit suicide, however, are not seriously physically ill at the time. 
Psychic pain could, however, be of an equivalent intensity and chronicity 
to account for the escape reaction. Durkheim did not deny that psychic 
pain may generally be a cause of suicide. He asserted, however, that since 
such pain is everywhere prevalent it can hardly account for the society’s 
suicide rate. Durkheim did not ask the crucial question as to whether 
psychic pain sufficient to induce suicide might not be more likely to 
develop in one social role, setting, or condition than another. If in fact 
roles or situations did thus vary in their propensity to generate psychic 
pain, then suicide could still be viewed as having not an “individual,” 
but rather a social cause. But the suicide would be in response neither 
to some disembodied state of the society, nor even to the “individual 
weaknesses” sought out by what Durkheim called the “strong current” 
of a society’s tendency to suicide. Rather, the individual suicide would 
be a response to the particular characteristics of a specific role. It is not, 
then, a state of the system, but the specific pressures brought to bear on 
the incumbents of a particular role which will produce sufficient motiva- 
tion for a certain number to commit suicide. The more a particular role 
was characterized as likely to yield its actors an abundance of psychic 
pain, the greater the number of suicides we would expect it to generate. 

It remains then to specify more precisely what is the psychic situa- 
tion of the suicide. Two elements are obviously relevant: the nature of 
the psychic pain experienced by the individual, and the modes for 
handling that pain which are objectively and subjectively available to 
him. By “subjectively available modes” we mean, in particular, whether 
a person typically reacts to the experience of being demeaned or 
frustrated by becoming depressed or by aggressing physically against 
some object; and, when aggressing, whether he tends to inhibit outward 
aggression and favor inward aggression, or vice versa. For the moment, 
however, we will rule out of consideration the modes of handling feelings 
which are “subjectively” available on the grounds that this is an at- 
tribute of a particular person and therefore a matter of “individual” 
psychology. Although we will return to this issue, let us now operate 
only with a general theory of personality which seeks to deal with the 
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psychological component in suicide as it might present itself in any 
personality, quite apart from his individual or distinctive mode for 
handling psychic pain. 

Returning to our model of the person with an acutely painful in- 
curable illness, we note that there is no way to eliminate the source of 
pain, save to eliminate the self. By contrast, most psychic pain does 
permit escape from the situation. Young people can leave home, the 
married can be divorced.* By analogy to the case of physical illness, 
therefore, suicide might be described as an act of aggression against the 
self in response to extreme psychic pain which permits no “objective” 
mode of surcease except elimination of the self. In other words, the 
psychic pain should be seen by the actor to arise mainly from within the 
self, to be caused by the self, and most logically requiring for surcease 
the elimination of the self. Of the many types of psychic pain an in- 
dividual can experience, feelings of inadequacy, of worthlessness or de- 
pravity, and of guilt would seem more likely than others to induce a 
drive toward self-destruction. Suicide, then, would be expected most 
often in social situations conducive to a feeling of inadequacy or guilt 
under conditions where no ready release fromthe feeling is objectively 
available as the person involved defines the situation. 

Now we must ask to what degree does such a theory of personality 
functioning carry us further than Durkheim was able to go? To begin, 
does it equally well cover all the facts he explained? Durkheim held 
that the difference in immunity to suicide between Catholics and 
Protestants did not come about because the respective religions varied 
in the firmness with which they prohibited suicide. The crucial difference, 
he asserted, lay in the “intensity of collective life,” which was higher for 
Catholics than for Protestants. In the Catholic community there existed 
“a number of beliefs and practices common to all, traditional and thus 
obligatory.” In addition, Durkheim assigned importance to the lesser 
freedom of inquiry in Catholicism, or, in the case of the Jewish religion, 
to its “minutely governing all the details of life and leaving little free 
room to individual judgment” [16, p. 160]. There is nothing in per- 
sonality theory, however, which compellingly leads one to assume that 
freedom of inquiry should lead to a desire to destroy oneself. There is 
no room here to attempt to support the argument in detail, but it should 
not be difficult to show that the religions in question differ profoundly 
both in the extent to which they make the individual’s sin a matter 
of highly personal responsibility and in the means they provide him to 
secure assuagement or forgiveness for sin. In the Catholic Church, there 


"Where it is permitted by custom or law. Where it is not permitted, the con- 
dition of “no escape” from psychic pain is introduced, and this should affect 
suicide and homicide rates. This issue is further dealt with below. 


NN 
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is relatively more emphasis on collective or impersonal sin, and release 
from guilt is infinitely easier, fuller, and more certain than in the 
Protestant sects. It would seem to follow that the psychic conditions for 
suicide we have specified would be more often experienced by Protestants 
than Catholics. 

In the “family society” data, we meet an opportunity to show more 
explicitly the advantage of the use of general personality theory. In the 
realm of family society, there is one striking support for Durkheim's 
formula in the inverse association between size of household in a region 
and its suicide rate. It is otherwise not too clear, however, that family life 
confers an immunity to suicide, and Durkheim finds himself in sub- 
stantial difficulty to account for the observed suicide rates in terms of 
societal integration. In particular, it develops that married women with- 
out children have a rate of suicide well in excess of that for unmarried 
women, although the latter presumably are less “integrated” in family 
society.’ If we take the position that women generally are expected to 
have children, that they accept the responsibility, and that they assume 
it to be their fault if there are none, then it would follow that married 
women without children should have a higher suicide rate. The cause 
would, of course, be the psychic pain arising from their sense of in- 
adequacy, reinforced by lack of support from those significant kin who 
share the expectation and unrelieved by any objective means of escape, 
since the fault is assumed to lie in oneself. Married men who were 
childless would not necessarily have the same reaction.’ On the 
contrary, in Western society it is support of a wife rather than the 
ability to father children which is defined as the prime expectation for 
men. Childlessness is not to the same degree defined as the man’s fault 
or responsibility, In general, therefore, a childless marriage should have 
a much more modest impact on the suicide rate of men than of women 
and should not raise their rate above that for the unmarried. Durkheim’s 
data shows this to be the case. j d 

Further, Durkheim himself discovered that in areas where divorce is 
not permitted, the suicide rate for married women is substantially higher 
than in regions where divorce is possible. The proscription of divorce may 
be taken as an instance of that close regulation of the individual which 
Durkheim holds so important as a restraint on suicide. Following his 
theory, therefore, we should have expected quite the opposite state of 
affairs. On the other hand, if such a proscription is seen as reflecting an 


‘Durkheim did not directly recognize a factor which might have been useful 
to his case, namely, that unmarried women are often members of a family, although 
it is the family of orientation, not procreation. ’ 

* Under certain circumstances, women would also be expected to respond differ- 
ently. Where, for example, adoption is a recognized and culturally approved 
institution, the strain on a woman without children would be lessened. 
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objective situation and as defining the impossibility of escape should 
the marriage be a painful failure, then we would expect the suicide rate 
to be higher where divorce was not permitted. 

The argument -could be pressed further to reveal other instances of 
the difficulties which followed from Durkheim’s lack of an adequate 
theory of personality and failure to use such a theory explicitly as the 
intervening variable between the social conditions he found in the societal 
structure and the numerous individual acts which yield the suicide rate. 
For example, it can be shown that it was not necessary to develop two 
rather different theories to account for egoistic and anomic suicide. 
Rather than continue along this line, however, it is perhaps more 
appropriate to indicate how the use of a theory of personality enables 
us to go beyond the problem as it presented itself to Durkheim and how 
it permits a wider range of generalization. For this we turn to the work 
of Henry and Short in Suicide and Homicide [31], for which we had 
to wait more than sixty years after Durkheim. Henry and Short utilize 
an explicit psychodynamic theory of suicide and homicide as acts of 
aggression. Such aggression, they hold, is produced by the frustration ex- 
perienced by individuals in various social roles, They assume that the 
same “suicidal current,” to use Durkheim’s term, will affect individuals 
differently, depending on the roles they occupy. It will be seen that this 
theory is congruent with that sketched above. 

Durkheim expected that even in times of prosperity suicide rates 
would rise, because periods of rapid change loosened social bonds. Henry 
and Short closely examined data on the business cycle as related to 
suicide, and found that Durkheim’s expectation was not confirmed. Ap- 
parently suicide rises during depression, but falls in times of prosperity. 
Thus, Durkheim’s explanation, which stresses the weakening of general 
social control in times of economic dislocation, must be reformulated. 
Henry and Short suggest instead that fuller recognition be given to the 
different “degrees of frustration which business cycles impose on differing 
status categories” [31, p. 24]. Again, it will be seen that this is very 
close to the argument suggested above. 

More important, however, in relating suicide to homicide, Henry and 
Short were able to show how the same basic aggressive impulse which, 
turned inward yields suicide, yields homicide when turned outward. 
This, incidentally, was an insight which Durkheim also attained but did 
not use. He said, “Anomy . . . begets a state of exasperation and 
irritated weariness which may turn against the person himself or another 
according to circumstances; in the first case, we have suicide, in the 
second, homicide” [16, p. 357]. Developing a variable they describe as 
the degree of “external restraint” to which the individual is subjected, 
Henry and Short suggest that . . . 
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. when behavior is required to conform rigidly to the demands and 
expectations of other persons, the probability of suicide as a response to 
frustration is low and the probability of homicide as a response to frustration 
is high. When behavior is freed from the requirement for conformity to the 
demands and expectations of others, the probability of suicide is high and 
the probability of homicide is low [31, pp. 101-102]. 


To support this conclusion, they present substantial evidence. 

Psychological theory treats suicide and homicide as being alike in that 
both are seen as acts of aggression, although they differ in the object 
chosen. The distinctive feature of Henry and Short’s analysis is that they 
linked Durkheim’s theory about the role of social restraint to a psy- 
chological theory about aggression. By this means they not only corrected 
Durkheim’s analysis of suicide as it relates to economic change, they 
were enabled to go well beyond Durkheim in explaining the systematic 
relation of suicide and homicide. Here we can clearly see the crucial 
importance of a general theory of personality organization and function- 
ing as an intervening variable in predicting the behavioral consequences 
of any aspect or quality of institutional structure. It is a testimonial both 
to Durkheim’s extraordinary good sense and to the compelling need 
for such a theory that Durkheim did in fact finally come to introduce 
the psychology of the person into his analysis. But he did so only under 
pressure of need, in an ad hoc fashion, and more implicitly than ex- 
plicitly. His great work suffered for it. 

Just as he placed no systematic reliance on a general theory of per- 
sonality functioning to explain the suicide rate, so Durkheim challenged 
the idea that it could be explained on the basis that one or another group 
might include more personalities predisposed to suicide. It should be 
noted that this was not because Durkheim was totally unaware of the 
conception of distinctive personalities as distinguishing one social group 
from another. On the contrary, he explicitly raised this issue in order 
to dismiss it as a major factor in determining suicide rates. Thus, he 
Says: 

. according to this hypothesis [that marriage makes a selection from the 
population at large], it would be not the family which was a protection 
against suicide, crime or sickness; the privileged position of married persons 
would be theirs simply because only those are admitted to family life who 
already provide considerable guarantees of physical and moral health” [16, 
P. 181; italics mine]. 


At another point he questions the role played by “the nature of the 
individuals composing the society,” and concludes: 
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objected that if enough neurasthenics did not exist, social causes would not 
produce all their effects. But no society exists in which the various forms of 
nervous degeneration do not provide suicide with more than the necessary 
number of candidates” [16, pp. 323-324]. 


Durkheim is obviously in difficulty here. If the strength of the 
suicidogenic “current” acts on potential candidates, then we have a 
threshold problem. Since even weak currents take some people, it must 
be because those individuals were susceptible to even weak currents, 
i.e., they have a lower threshold. It follows, then, that a suicidogenic 
current of the same strength applied to populations including different 
proportions of persons with a given suicide threshold will yield different 
rates of suicide. The same rate, therefore, might result from either 
raising the strength of the current or reducing the average weakness in the 
population. 

Consideration of this possibility, despite Durkheim’s rejection of it, 
permits us to explain some of the facts about suicide with which he had 
most difficulty. Thus, we may assume that marriage does indeed tend to 
select the better adjusted, but in Western society it does so differentially 
by sex. This is congruent with the fact that men exercise greater 
initiative and have more freedom of choice in selecting a marriage 
partner. On the whole, therefore, married men and women should be 
better adjusted or less suicidogenic than the unmarried, but the contrast 
for men should be greater than for women. This is what Durkheim’s 
data indicate. 

Durkheim, of course, anticipated this argument about what he called 
“matrimonial selection,” but rejected it. He did so partly on the ground 
that marriage, even if selective, cannot be so selective as to account for 
the data. He placed particular emphasis on the fact that married women 
without children have even higher rates than unmarried women 
and the fact that divorced individuals have much higher rates than the 
married. If marriage selects the stable person, he suggests, the childless 
wife and the divorced were already previously selected and should be less 
prone to suicide. Of course, selection can be imperfect and divorce the 
sign of it. But quite apart from that, Durkheim at this point seems 
to overlook the very cause he elsewhere stressed most heavily, namely, 
the strength of the “current” or the situational impetus to suicide. 
Marriage may indeed have selected those women less prone to suicide, 
but the impetus toward suicide among those who subsequently disappoint 
expectation by not producing children will be very great. Women with- 
out children are both more likely to feel themselves worthless and more 
likely to be encouraged to feel so. We can, therefore, perfectly consistently 
argue that marriage selects among all women those least prone to suicide, 
while still holding that after marriage some women, in this case the 
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childless, will experience distinctive situational pressures which induce 
suicide. 

The strength of the current must also be considered in explaining the 
rate for the divorced and widowed. Indeed, it is only by considering 
both personality and the situational pressures acting together that one 
can account for the difference in rates between these groups. Both 
the widowed and divorced have suicide rates higher than the married, 
but those for the divorced are substantially higher than for the widowed. 
Now Durkheim acknowledges that, on his measure of family solidarity, 
“widowhood is indeed as complete a disturbance of existence as divorce” 
[16, p. 262]. If this were so, and we introduced no further considerations, 
then we would expect the widowed and the divorced to have equal rates. 
On the other hand, if we assume that the divorced are selected from 
among the married on grounds of personal instability, whereas the 
widowed are selected for that status at random, then we must conclude 
that the personality of the divorced played an important factor in pro- 
ducing their higher rate, despite the fact that by Durkheim’s measure 
they were subject to equal strength of the suicidogenic current. From this 
point of view, furthermore, it is dubious that the current is in fact the 
same. Although this would fall outside the realm of the “current” as 
Durkheim defined it, we must note that the divorced have more realistic 
basis for feeling guilty than do the widowed. 

Here again the more recent study of the relation of suicide and 
homicide is instructive, Since suicide and homicide vary inversely, yet 
both are acts of aggression, groups with high suicide and low homicide 
rates should be those in which turning aggression inward is the basic 
method for handling it. Although we do not have definitive evidence, 
Henry and Short [31] show that there is substantial reason to believe 
this is the case. A strict superego formation appears to be associated 
with the direction of aggression against the self, whereas weak or 
defective superego development leads to directing aggression outward. 
Going beyond Henry and Short, we would hold that the development 
of a strict superego in Western European countries is generally more 
common among families of high education and status. We know that the 
great majority of people born into homes of professionals and the better 
educated will themselves enter the professions or be similarly well placed 
Occupationally. It follows that such strata of the population would con- 
tain a disproportionately large number of individuals with strongly in- 
ternalized and strict superegos who inclined to direct aggression inward. 
They would therefore be more likely to choose suicide as the preferred or 
“subjective” mode of handling aggression. ’ 

Education and occupational status are positively correlated with 
Suicide, as Henry and Short show. Durkheim also noted this fact. But to 
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explain it, he was obliged to depart from his strict formulation about 
the integration of society as a cause of suicide, Indeed, the explanation 
of suicide as following from low levels of integration in society is none 
too convincing when applied to the professions and the well educated, 
who are obviously tightly integrated into society. Durkheim therefore 
shifted his ground, Not education itself, but something characteristic 
of communities in which education was extensive was assigned ro- 
sponsibility, This revised argument holds that the society which pursucs 
knowledge in the process shakes accepted belief, destroys tradition, 
weakens faith, and thus puts man at the mercy of unsettling currents. 
Even this excessive stretching of the original theory will not hold, Re- 
gardless of the state of education in the society at large, the educated asa 
subgroup will have a higher suicide rate. Durkheim's formulation cannot 
account for this fact. If, however, the well educated and the professionally 
employed more often come from families which develop a propensity to 
self-punishment, then they can be expected to have a higher rate of 
suicide relative to other classes in the same society, quite independently 
of the state of the society at large. i 
It is to Durkheim’s great credit that he made several statements — 
which did show greater acceptance of the importance of the 
composition of a society or subgroup in determining its suicide rate. 
Thus, in distinguishing egoistic and anomie suicide, he asserts that “a 
definite moral constitution [whereby he often expresed what we call 
personality) corresponds to each type of suicide and is interconnected 
with it” (16, p. 364), Again, when speaking of the role played by “the 
melancholy of civilization” in producing suicide, he declared: “For 
it to exist and maintain itself . . „ there must be groups of individuals 
who more especially represent this aspect of the collective mood . . „> 


THE ROLE OF GENERAL PERSONALITY THEORY 


In the carly part of the twenticth century, Freud provided us with 
the basic foundation for a reasonably adequate general theory of per- 
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sonality formation and functioning. Thanks to the group of neo. 
Freudians, notably Horney and Fromm, and to less easily clasified men 
of talent, such as H. S. Sullivan and Erik Erikson, that theory has been 
extended and developed in a manner which greatly increases its importance 
and relevance for sociological analysis, All of these were, of course, from 
psychiatry and psychoanalysis, but academic psychology has not been 
entirely unrepresented among those contributing in important ways, In 
particular Gordon Allport (4), Henry Murray [52], and Kurt Lewin 

tributions, 


components of personality (cg, id, ego, superego), the main modes of 
relationship between the parts, and the chief motive power in the 
system at large. He uncovered the main procowes which characterize 
personality functioning, indicated the conditions under which it de 
velops, and discriminated those influences which make for one or another 
end state or adjustment, Finally, he specified the conditions for the 
maintenance and dissolution of the peronality system. In this sense his 
theory is relatively more complete than most, probably more so than 


any other, 


to his elaboration of the psychodynamic mechanisms, his calling attention 
to the crucial role of the early years, his insights into the role of the super 
ego and values, his explorations into the meanings of symbols and 
symbolic behavior, and his elucidation of the importance and special 
character of various body zones. 

Subsequent we baly GE suia eee 
and has considerably altered the relative 
element. Freud's psychology, for example, wat mainly concerned with 
the basic drives and their retrai. The theory of the egw of Dr mAbs 

to 
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ception, was little developed. Despite substantial further work 
ego theory is still in its infancy. Freud gave prime emphasis 
years of life and thelr formative Influence aad sadd 12 nagin BE 
importance of the experiences adolewent 

works of nonfamilial interpersonal relations. Although Sullivan, Homey, 
Fromm, and Lewin have all done much to remedy this condition, we 
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still have great need for a fuller theoretical accounting of the functioning 
of the adult personality. Freud also left us substantially less than an 
adequate picture of the range and relative importance of human needs 
and motives. Henry Murray’s work [52], and Erikson’s [17] extremely 
perceptive discussion of typical ego problems, such as those involving 
trust, autonomy, and identity, have done much to give us a fuller picture 
of the range of human needs and their interrelations, 

Considering that Freud’s general theory of personality has had wide 
currency for at least a generation, it is striking that so little evidence 
can be found of its direct influence on modern sociological theory and 
research. In anthropology, by way of contrast, one of the main new 
currents, perhaps the most outstanding in modern times has been the 
influence of Freudian theory in shaping the study of culture and per- 
sonality [Kluckhohn, 38]. Most sociologists probably accept Freud’s as 
the foremost general theory of the human personality of our time, but 
this acceptance is limited to its application to the individual's psychic 
development and adjustment, that is, to his inner life. They do not accept 
it as the prime explanation of the social behavior of the individual— 
which they attribute more to his culture, his class, his historical time, or 
his immediate situation, including the network of interpersonal relations 
in which he is enmeshed. 

Freud concentrated particularly on the more nearly ultimate causes 
of behavior lying in the nature of the human biological organism and 
less immediate causes, such as experiences in the early life history of the 
individual. The sociologist has generally been concerned with the more 
proximate causes of behavior, Ultimate human motivation and distant 
causes have had less interest for him. Indeed, sociologists often feel 
that Freud dealt less with the causes than with the underlying precon- 
ditions of social behavior. The unconscious and irrational in behavior 
have seemed to them of less compelling interest than the more conscious, 
purposeful, and rationally goal-directed behavior, This undoubtedly has 
been important in the sociologists’ apparent attachment to Charles 
Cooley [11] and G. H. Mead [48], whose prime concern was with the 
social self arising from a matrix of interpersonal relations, and for H. S. 
Sullivan [68], who stressed the interpersonal element in individual action 
and in psychodynamic adjustment, 

A second and undoubtedly important reason for the modest direct 
influence of Freud harks back to the old controversy between psy- 
chologism and sociologism with which Durkheim was so involved. To 
many sociologists, Freud and many Freudians seem to present merely 
a new variety of psychological reductionism, which seeks to explain the 
most important human institutions as mere consequences of qualities 
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or problems arising in individual psychology. Freud's general theory 
about the rise and maintenance of civilizations [20] and his more specific 
historical analyses, such as Moses and Monotheism [22], as well as 
Kardiner’s [36, 37] theories about religious and other “projective” in- 
stitutional systems—all would be cases in point. Levinson [41] has made 
the same point with regard to psychoanalytic treatment of political in- 
stitutions as epiphenomena. 

But our objective here is not so much to explain the impact of Freud 
among sociologists as to discuss the relevance and use in sociology of a 
general theory of personality. It is necessary to state at the outset that 
just as there are large segments of traditional psychological work for 
which social forces are largely irrelevent, so for quite a large part of what 
is generally accepted as standard sociology a general theory of personality 
is probably not of crucial importance. This is true, for example, of the 
special applications of demographic or ecological analysis, such as those 
of the great Chicago school of sociology. Their main concern was with 
the “social mapping” of the urban community, locating the distinctive 
patterning of its activities and defining the laws of growth and change 
of the city viewed as an agglomeration of specialized urban areas, Much 
the same thing can be said for many of the other social-mapping 
activities of the sociologist. For example, the student of stratification 
who takes his task to be delineation of the major strata in the stratifica- 
tion system and the distinctive rewards allocated to each stratum is not 
necessarily in need of a general personality theory to discover the ob- 
jective facts about each stratum. Other subfields could be added to the 
list, 

Nevertheless, there are several problems of substantial sociological 
interest which would seem to require—or would certainly yield more 
readily through—the use of an explicit and adequate theory of per- 
sonality, Outstanding are those concerned with certain general rates, 
These are the end products of thousands or even millions of unco- 
ordinated individual decisions or actions which yet produce those 
relatively distinct stable rates such as the suicide rate which attracted 
Durkheim's attention. Other similar rates would be that for homicide 
(and other crimes), that for mental illness, and, within limits, the 
marriage, divorce, and birth rates. Suicide, homicide, and mental illness 
are much the least ambiguous examples of the probable importance 
of personality in social processes, since they are less likely to be patterned 
by some specific institutionalized requirement or arrangement. By = 
trast, for something like divorce, a law which makes it illegal will be well- 
nigh decisive. Making allowances for such factors, however, we can see 
all of these rates as presenting problems for sociological analysis. These 


336 ALEX INKELES 


problems promise to yield more easily to the sociologist who can effec- 
tively use a general theory of personality to deal with the individual who 
intervenes between the social condition and the resultant rate, 

The problem is subject to several reformulations involving the same 
basic elements used in different arrangements, according to the focus of 
study. The elements are a rate of social action R, a state of society or 
a set of social conditions impinging on the individuals in the system $, 
and a general need or action propensity of the human personality P. 
Sociologists generally begin with the rate, which is called to their at- 
tention because it is a social problem. Their task is generally defined as 
that of discovering the appropriate causal state in society, which pro- 
duced the given rate. They then formulate the relationship as a 
sociological S-R proposition.’ As we have seen, Durkheim began with 
variations in the rate of suicide R, and sought to explain them through 
variations in the degree of integration of society $. In the reexamination 
of this problem, we introduced a new clement P, in our assertion that 
suicide is most effectively conceived as an act of aggression against the 
self, and in the further assumptions that such aggression is most likely 
to follow where the individual experiences an extreme sense of guilt, 
worthlessness, evil, or similar extreme negative self-evaluation. The 
sequence then becomes S-P-R, This is similar but yet not identical with 
Henry and Short’s discussion of aggression as arising from frustration 
and expressed either against the self or some other, depending on the 
conditions of external restraint, The sequence in that case would be the 
more complex ears The new element D represents the degree 
of restraint to which the individual is subjected, with those under high 
restraint D, producing suicide R, and those under weak restraint Ds 
producing homicide Rs. 

General Personality Theory and Juvenile Delinquency 

To show that the human personality intervening between social 
condition and action rate was neglected not only during that more 
distant past represented by Durkheim, but also in more modern times, 
we may note the attempts to explain juvenile deliquency. Reacting very 
correctly against the old notion that criminals were a particular de- 
generate type, several of the sociologists of the Chicago school sought 


“The use of a set of symbols and a formula identical with that of stimulus 
response theory is not altogether unintended. In my opinion, the i 
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demonstrate the close connection between the nature of the com- 
nity and its deliquency rate, In its general form, the argument was 
traordinarily similar to that which Durkheim had used more than 
forty years before in his explanation of suicide rates. Thus, in his classic 
Delinquency Areas, Clifford Shaw [63] asserted: “If the community is 
“disorganized and weak in its control, it will be casy for the institutions 
‘to disintegrate and behavior will not be controlled by conventional 
standards” [63, p. 6]. Hence the potential for delinquency, To this 
‚pe ential Shaw added an additional element, the equivalent of which 
‘ig not to be found in Durkheim, namely, the concept of the “delinquent 
rea” as a subculture which transmits its ways to those who reside within 

The community in which disorganization is rife becomes the home of 
“delinquent gangs with persistent delinquent patterns and traditional 
“codes and standards which are very important in determining the be- 
havior of the members” [63, p. 7). Summing up these forces, Shaw said: 


{The} behavior of a delinquent may be in part a reflection of a family 
ict which drives him into a gang in which delinquency is a traditional 
p pattern, The delinquent gang may reflect a disorganized community 
life or a community whose life is organized around delinquent patterns, The 
‚local community in its turn reflects the processes of cultural conflict and 
‘social disorganization incident to the expansion of the city and the move- 
ment and segregation of its population (63, pp. 9-10). 

4 


In support of their emphasis, Shaw and his colleagues presented a 
‘series of statistics which showed conclusively that high rates of delin- 
quency were found mainly in areas near the center of the city. These 
‘areas were being invaded by industry and business, They contained large 
‘Proportions of Negro and immigrant families living in communities 
‘characterized by physical deterioration and declining population in 
hich neighborhood culture and local organization had largely disinte- 
grated. 
In this state of social disorganization community resistance is low. 
Delinquent and criminal patterns arise and are transmitted socially just as 
any other cultural and social pattern is transmitted. In time these delinquent 
[Patterns may become dominant and shape the attitudes and behavior of 
living in the area. Thus, the section becomes an area of delinquency 
, pp. 205-206). 


In the reference to “community resistance,” one senses the familiar 
qualities of those “currents” of suicide to which Durkheim gave such 
2 weight. Basically the central difficulty in Durkheim's analysis affects 

w's—his theory fails to specify the mechanisms whereby a quality 
of the community gets converted into the actions of individuals which, 
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in turn, produce the delinquency rate. This is perhaps not com- 
pletely fair. Shaw’s formula does specify a mechanism, but hardly an 
adequate one. For by suggesting that community resistance, when 
weakened, permits more delinquency, it implies that, were it not for the 
force of the community, we would all be delinquents. A great deal of 
evidence suggests, to the contrary, that most people act properly even 
when there is no risk of apprehension and punishment, having inter- 
nalized prohibitions against the violation of group norms. 

Indeed, if the weakening of community resistance fosters delinquency, 
most people in the high-delinquency areas should be violators, whereas 
even in the worst areas only a small minority in fact transgress. A fact 
introduced by Shaw himself provides further evidence that there is a 
taint which comes to reside in the individual and, to some extent, is 
independent of the community’s resistance. For he points out that many 
who contribute to delinquency in areas with generally low rates had be- 
come delinquent previously, while living in areas of high delinquency. 
In other words, they had acquired a personal quality, a propensity to 
delinquency, which they carried within them and which to some degree 
operated even when they lived in areas of stronger community resistance. 
The assumption that delinquency depends in good part on an action 
propensity in the individual is, of course, essential if we are to deal 
with the fact that some people become delinquent in the districts in 
which community resistance is presumably quite strong. Indeed, such 
districts contribute a substantial proportion of all delinquencies, and 
this has been a problem of growing importance since Shaw’s initial 
study was completed. In any event, only a minority of those living even 
in the districts of weak control become delinquents. Clearly the weak- 
ness of community social control is, therefore, not a sufficient and 
apparently not even a necessary cause of delinquency. 

A more explicit general theory of personality can be—indeed, has 
already shown itself to be—of substantial use. The criminal (and 
the delinquent before him) is violating a social norm and he knows he 
may be severely punished. We may rule out a strong desire to be 
punished as a general human motivation, without denying that it could 
be a factor in special cases [Levinson, 40]. We have little difficulty in 
understanding the violation of norms when the delinquent’s objective is 
so extraordinarily attractive and so absolutely inaccessible by other 
means as to warrant any risk. This is a factor we can hardly rule out 
entirely, especially since the delinquent often has desires which go far 
beyond what his social environment makes likely of attainment by the 
regular channels open to people of his station and skill. We might say 
the same thing, however, of many individuals who nevertheless do not 
become delinquent. Furthermore, the goals pursued by the delinquent 
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often do not seem so extraordinarily attractive. At least in the carly 
stages, he is after petty cash or ordinary goods stolen from shops and 
warehouses, automobiles stolen for joyriding, and so on. Indeed, very 
often the act of delinquency involves not even this gain, but is merely 
destructive. 

Such action, violating the norms of the larger community, could be 
the product of encouragement by parents and others. This is what the 
theory of delinquency as a learned subculture in fact asserts. Frequently, 
indeed generally, the parents do not directly support or approve the 
delinquent behavior. They often actively disapprove and harshly punish 
or otherwise ignore and neglect the child. The argument then rests 
almost entirely on the child’s late learning from peers and older delin- 
quents, That the delinquent does so learn is not to be challenged. But 
we must ask what the learning rests on. Does the child learn from peers 
and older delinquents to be predisposed to delinquency, or does he carry 
the predisposition with him and merely learn the techniques and earn 
the support he wants for the course he already prefers? 

A close examination of the delinquent act will suggest to us some 
of the personality factors likely to be associated with delinquency. The 
delinquent engages in conscious, willful, and repeated violation of a 
basic social norm in the face of known risk of severe punishment. Our 
general theory of personality would lead us to assume such acts to be 
difficult or impossible for those who had successfully introjected the 
norms of their society—more specifically those who had an adequately 
active, vigorous superego.” In addition, the repetition of delinquent acts 
may be regarded as expressing hostile rejection of all constituted 
“parental” authority and can be closely linked to a weak superego. 

We are led then to ask what special conditions might foster the 
development of individuals with such inadequate superego development 
and associated hostility to authority. Inadequate superego development 
can be expected in the absence of the parent, or where only intermittent, 
irregular, and inconsistent parental demands are met. In our culture, the 
effects are likely to be marked if it is the father who fits into this pat- 
tern, especially when this is linked with insufficiency of female nurturance. 
Inadequate superego development is also likely where the parental 
treatment is very harsh, especially physically, and unmixed with affec- 

" This expression may be somewhat ambiguous, but space is not available to 
present the issue in detail. I assume with Erikson [17] that everyone, even Hitler, 
has a “conscience.” The question is, what kind of conscience? By an adequate 
superego, I obviously mean here something approximating the values with regard 
to respect of person, property, parent, and community which are most fully evident 
in old, stable rural communities or the white-collar and middle classes in the city, 
or the traditional “self-respecting” urban working class of England and Western 
Europe, 
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tion and love. When neglect is linked with such harshness, there is 
likely also to be great hostility to constituted authority. Again, where 
the parent is extremely weak or seemingly lacking in capacity, power, 
prestige, or general adequacy, the consequence is likely to be weak super- 
ego development following from barriers against the internalization and 
valuation of the parents as role model [cf. Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 
62, pp. 362-395]. It is evident that in the marginal slum districts of great 
eities a high proportion of the children will experience conditions of social- 
ization of the variety conducive to weak superego development. Children 
raised in this environment would more often develop the propensity 
toward delinquency and later learn the delinquent culture of the marginal 
areas, 

Our general theory of personality leads us to assume that delinquency 
reflects inadequate superego development as well as hostility to authority 
and general physical aggressiveness and destructiveness. When we con- 
sider the conditions under which such weak superego development and 
hostile aggressiveness would be most frequently developed, we must look 
for homes in which certain abnormal patterns of parental behavior are 
manifested. Such homes are most often encountered in deteriorated slum 
communities. Thus, our theory leads us to the same communities to 
which Shaw was led by his theory. But Shaw’s theory did not provide the 
basis for pressing the analysis further. If, however, we work with a theory 
of personality, we are able to go further and identify the specific homes 
in the community which may be expected to yield the majority of the de- 
linquents. Since the theory holds that the superego is shaped largely by 
the parents and developed early in life, the delinquent should develop 
Specifically in those homes where parents are unavailable, weak, or dis- 
credited role models when present, and generally fail to provide love and 
steady nurturance. The introjected parental image then is either weak 
and inadequate or harsh and self-centered—in either case, not producing 
a strong conscience, which restrains impulse. In addition, aggression is 
generated against the parents who frustrate the dependency and nurtur- 
ance needs and desires of their offspring. 

The theory would further suggest the importance of the delinquent 
gang, which does indeed seem to be highly associated with delinquency. 
The theory of weakened social control as the cause for delinquency offers 
little compelling reason why gangs should form and individuals should 
drift toward them. It describes the phenomenon but offers little explan- 
ation for its manifestation. On common-sense grounds, one might expect 
the boys living in areas where community life has broken down to be lone- 
wolf types rather than to run in packs. Freudian theory suggests that the 
person must have some equivalent of the superego, and where it is not 
“internalized” and parentally derived, an “externalized” superego will be 
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sought in a peer group. In any lasting association of this kind where the 
majority of the peer-group members. individually lack strong superegos, 
the norms of the group will become delinquent and indeed will support 
and reinforce the delinquent propensities in the individual members. 

It cannot be said that Shaw was totally unaware of such considera- 
tions. Indeed, in his case studies he described situations which partially 
fit this model. In The Natural History of a Delinquent Career [64], for 
example, the central figure came from a home which economically “af- 
forded practically no facilities for the satisfaction of Sidney’s fundamental 
wishes and the stimulation of wholesome play interests” (64, pp. 229- 
230]. In addition, the father’s repeated desertions and the mother’s em- 
ployment outside the home meant that “the family never constituted an 
integrated unit capable of exercising consistent control of Sidney’s behav- 
ior.” Shaw did not see these environmental conditions as producing a 
particular quality in Sidney. He saw them mainly as indicating absence 
of restraint, concluding, “In the absence of effective moral restraints 
in the family and in the community, the development of [Sidney's] group 
relationships and his choice of companions outside of the home were al- 
most entirely undirected” [64, p. 230; italics mine]. In this analysis, the 
psychological consequences of the environment for personality develop- 
ment remain unexplored, unsystematized, and indeed only vaguely sensed 
in the statement “It is possible that certain underlying factors, not dis- 
closed in this case history, were operating to determine. [Sidney's] early 
tendency toward delinquency” [64, p. 231). 

Many researches on delinquency pointed toward the conclusion that 
personality played a decisive role as intervening variable between the 
deteriorated conditions of the slum community and the high rate of 
delinquency it generated [e.g., Healy and Bronner, 30]. It was twenty 
years before a definitive case could be made in support of this position. 
The imposing study of the Gluecks [25], reported in 1950, addressed itself 
rather directly to the problem posed by the ecological approach, and in- 
deed charged that “to overemphasize the neighborhood matrix as a co- 
herent whole and underemphasize or virtually ignore the biological 
make-up and developmental history of the different human beings who 
themselves contribute to the modification of that matrix is to overlook 
many of the factors that account for variations in the effect of the eulture 
on the human beings . . .” [25, p. 6]. Holding the effect of community 
structure constant by choosing all their subjects from high-rate areas, the 
Gluecks sought to isolate the specific factors in the individual’s environ- 
ment and experience which account for delinquency. Two sets of 500 boys 
each, one delinquent, the other not, were closely matched on residence in 
a delinquent neighborhood, age, intelligence, and ethnic origin. Both sets 
were studied in great detail, with special reference to home environment, 
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physique, mental qualities, and personality, the latter through use of the 
Rorschach and a psychiatric interview. 

The Gluecks’ study establishes definitely, perhaps as its outstanding 
finding, that delinquents come with great regularity from the kind of 
home environment described above as likely to lead to weak superego de- 
velopment and to rejection and hostility toward adult authority figures. 
Although there were a great many differences which were statistically 
significant, at the .01 level, it is particularly striking how great was the gap 
between the two groups on certain items relevant to the theory sketched 
above. For example, 90 per cent of the delinquents, as against 54 per cent 
of the nondelinquents, came from homes in which standards of conduct 
were poor because of parental drunkenness or immorality. A mere 5 per 
cent of the delinquents came from homes rated “good” on this score, 
against 38 per cent for the nondelinquents. Firm but kindly discipline, as 
against lax, overstrict, or erratic discipline, was characteristic of a mere 
4 per cent of the mothers and 6 per cent of the fathers of delinquents, 
whereas for the nondelinquents the percentages were, respectively, 66 
and 56. Indifference or hostility to the father was shown by 68 per cent 
of the delinquents and only 19 per cent felt him to have good concern 
for their welfare. Of the nondelinquents, 35 per cent felt hostility, 65 
felt he had concern for their welfare. Only 7 per cent of the delinquents 
as against 65 per cent of the nondelinquents were “adequately” super- 
vised by their mothers; 64 per cent were allowed to shift for themselves 
almost entirely. In evaluating these findings, the Gluecks remark: 


Character is the result of training . . . . Mechanisms of sublimation 
and of constructive or harmless energy-canalization, as well as “knowledge 
of right and wrong,” are part of the apparatus of character expression ... . 
Thus, the demands made upon the growing child at every level at which he 
is called upon to adapt his natural inclinations to the taboos, laws, and other 
prohibitions are neither simple nor well defined. They require a great deal 
of adaptive power, self-control, and self-management, the ability to choose 
among alternative values and to postpone immediate satisfactions for future 
ones—all this in a cultural milieu in which fixed points are increasingly 
difficult to discern and to hold to, This means that during the earliest years, 
when the difficult task of internalization of ideals and symbols of authority is 
in process, desirable attitudes and behavior standards are not clearly enough 
defined, or are inconsistent, leaving a confused residue in the delicate struc- 
ture of personality and character [25, pp. 278-279]. 


In the light of the obvious inferiority of the families of the delinquents 
as sources of sound personality development and character formation, it is 
not surprising that these boys were never adequately socialized, and that 
they developed persistent antisocial tendencies . . . . The development of a 
mentally hygienic and properly oriented superego (conscience) must have 
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been greatly hampered by the kind of parental ideals, attitudes, tempera- 
ments, and behavior found to play such a major role on the family stage of 
the delinquents [25, p. 281]. 


It must be admitted that, however convincing this argument is, the 
Gluecks’ study does not provide the crucial link demonstrating that such 
poor conditions in the home environment do produce youngsters with a 
particular formation of the superego. The data so far presented by the 
Gluecks show the relation between home environment and delinquency 
on the one hand, and on the other between personality and delinquency, 
but not between home environment and personality. In addition, it is 
perhaps unfortunate that the instrument chosen for the personality test 
was the Rorschach. It is, on the one hand, imprecise as a measure of par- 
ticular personality traits,’ and on the other hand, it is extremely sensitive 
to the kind of psychic deprivation that all children in depressed areas ex- 
perience in substantial degree. In any event, no specific rating with re- 
gard to strength or quality of superego was made. Certain of the findings 
were, however, strongly suggestive of the pattern we have described. In 
particular, 80 per cent of the nondelinquents, as against only 27 per cent 
of the delinquents, were rated as “submissive” to authority, meaning 
“abandonment of self-assertion in the attempt to gain security by sub- 
mitting to others, especially to those who are believed stronger (originally 
often one or both of the parents) and also to the more anonymous power 
of institutions, public opinion, conventional usage, and so on” [25, p. 
219, reprinted by permission of The Commonwealth Fund and Harvard 
University Press]. This measure must be recognized as very close to our 
description of strong superego development. The data strongly suggest 
that the boys raised in the homes with inadequate or harsh fathers 
and nonnurturant mothers failed to internalize the kind of conscience 
which would enable them to restrain their impulses to violate society’s 
norms. 

Of course, when we talk about the specific personality traits of those 
known to be delinquent, we go beyond the discussion of general personal- 
ity theory to consider the distinctive traits of a population subgroup. The 
topic is more appropriate to a later section, where we will discuss the role 
of distinctive population characteristics on role performance and social 
system functioning. I rest my case here, for the moment, in the hope that 
I have shown that a general theory of personality can be extremely use- 
ful in suggesting the specific intervening variables which link the facts 
of social and community disorganization in urban zones of transition 
to the high rates of delinquency which characterize such zones. 


“neutral,” that is, no conclusion was 


“OF 1,000 cases, 256 were classified as ; 
elinquent. 


ventured as to their probable delinquency. Of these 135 were d 
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General Personality Theory and Social Movements 


Beyond its role in explaining the levels of suicide, homicide, and 
other forms of social action which can be expressed as population rates, 
a general theory of personality is of great importance in the analysis of 
major social movements which have so long been a central focus of socio- 
logical study. 

Max Weber, perhaps the greatest sociological student of large-scale 
social movements, was not lacking in psychological acuity. Indeed, in 
many ways his analysis of the influence of Protestanism on capitalism [70] 
is a specification of the personality types which incline toward capitalism 
and were historically necessary for its initial development. Nevertheless, 
his basic problem—to discover what elements in the economic ethic of 
Protestantism account for its encouragement of capitalism—does not par- 
ticularly require the intervention of a general theory of human person- 
ality. The personality type is given, at least implicitly, in the religious 
ethic, and the problem is largely one of showing the translation of the 
ethic into action in the economic realm. 

When we move forward to more recent study of the social conse- 
quences of that capitalism whose origins Weber studied, the work of Eric 
Fromm provides an outstanding example of the application of a general 
theory of personality to explain social movements which arise as a con- 
Sequence of particular forms of social organization. In Escape from 
Freedom [23], Fromm asks no less a question than what is the effect of 
capitalism as a socioeconomic system on man conceived according to a 
general theory of the human personality. 

The framework of Fromm’s analysis is the very general problem of 
“the role which psychological factors play as active forces in the social 
process” [23, p. 7]. He explores the problem mainly with reference to the 
effect of two general needs, that for relatedness to others and that for 
freedom or autonomy. He asserts that those needs are rooted “not in bod- 
ily processes but in the very essence of the human mode and practice of 
life.” Of the first, “the need to avoid aloneness,” he says: “This lack of 
relatedness to values, symbols, patterns, we may call moral aloneness and 
state that moral aloneness is as intolerable as the physical aloneness, or 
rather that physical aloneness becomes unbearable only if it implies also 
moral aloneness” [23, p. 19]. It is the state “which man most dreads.” 
The quality of freedom is less precisely defined. He distinguishes two 
kinds of freedom. “Freedom from” suggests escape from restraints, espe- 
cially those imposed by nature, by rigid traditional social organization, 
even by inner psychic forces, all of which act to prevent “individuation” 
and the “growth of self-strength.” “Freedom to” apparently exists under 
social and cultural conditions which permit man to preserve his indi- 
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viduality, yet enable him “to unite himself with the world in the spon- 
taneity of love and productive work” [23, p. 23]. 

Having postulated the two general needs for relatedness and for 
freedom, Fromm asserts that our history over some hundreds of years has 
been “one of conflict and strife” because “each step in the direction of 
growing individuation threatened people with new insecurities” [23, p. 
36]. People gained freedom from the restraints of nature and rigid social 
organization. They were more able to understand and even to express 
certain of their basic impulses. But the new economic, social, and political 
conditions which made this freedom possible also increased the sense 
of insecurity and aloneness. “People have lost those ties which gave them 
security, [and] this lag makes freedom an unbearable burden.” In re- 
sponse to this strain, “powerful tendencies arise to escape from this kind 
of freedom into submission or some kind of relationship to man and the 
world which promises relief from uncertainty, even if it deprives the indi- 
vidual of his freedom” [23, pp. 36-37]. 

Within this framework, Fromm traces the history of modern man, be- 
ginning with the Middle Ages and carrying through the Reformation 
to modern democracies and their counterpart in modern totalitarianism 
of the fascist variety. The Middle Ages he asserts to have been a period 
when relatedness was strong but freedom, especially freedom from ex- 
ternal restraint, was extremely limited. Fromm sees the Reformation as 
having begun a 400-year process of breaking down the hold of the medi- 
eval world. But in doing so, it increased man’s isolation and produced a 
“feeling of individual insignificance and powerlessness.” Fromm argues 
that, in the process of its development, capitalist democracy freed man 
from his traditional responsibilities without providing the social foun- 
dation for freedom to develop his true individuality. In time, this pro- 
duced “a panicky flight from freedom into new ties or at least into 
complete indifference” [23, pp. 37-38]. 

Fromm’s work is extremely ambitious, attempting to fit a theory to 
the broad sweep of centuries of man’s history. He has the historian’s gen- 
eral advantage of being sure in advance his theory will fit the facts he 
selects, since he knows the outcome so well from the start. Nevertheless, 
Fromm definitely adds something to social history and to our under- 
standing of modern man, and this extremely condensed account does an 
injustice to his work. My purpose in introducing it here, however, is not 
to argue in support of its thesis. The importance of Fromm’s work for 
us, in this review, lies in his explicit use of a general theory about the 
human personality as an independent element in the analysis of a contin- 
uing process of social change. Specifically, his formula specifies that man 
must have both a high degree of relatedness to others and freedom from 
restraints which prevent individuation. When social contexts increase 1n- 
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dividuation but undercut relatedness, he predicts there will be a drive to 
regain such relatedness by a surrender of freedom to group purposes. 
Presumably any period could be assessed in its potential for change ac- 
cording to this formula. 

It is greatly to Fromm’s credit that he does not try to derive the 
character of the economic and political structures from general human 
needs. He does insist, quite properly, that “psychological forces . . . 
have a dynamism of their own.” He asserts, correctly we believe, that 
while “the expression of human needs. . . can be molded [they] 
cannot be uprooted.” Nevertheless, he recognized that “economic forces 
must be understood not as psychological motivations but as objective 
conditions . . . dependent on objective factors, such as the natural 
productive forces, technique, [and] geographical factors” [23, p. 298]. 
In this respect, his work is sounder than that of Freud and that of 
Kardiner. The latter, while he specifically exempts economic relations, 
does treat the main outlines of myth, religion, and other “projective sys- 
tems” as merely derived from the specific child rearing disciplines of 
culture, 

Certain links may be here established between Fromm’s work and 
that of Erik Erikson [17]. Erikson speaks of the entry of America, Ger- 
many, and Russia into the industrial era as creating a “need, in the 
youth of all these countries, for a new, a fraternal conscience” [17, p. 
243]. Continuing in this vein he Says: 

Industrial revolution, world-wide communication, standardization, cen- 
tralization, and mechanization threaten the identities which man has 
inherited from primitive, agrarian, feudal, and patrician cultures, What inner 
equilibrium these cultures had to offer is now endangered on a gigantic scale. 
As the fear of loss of identity dominates much of our irrational motivation, 
it calls upon the whole arsenal of fear which is left in each individual from 
the mere fact of his childhood. In this emergency masses of people become 
ready to seek salvation in some reactionary pseudo identity [17, p. 368]. 


Erikson does not develop this position systematically. The same 
deficiency afflicts Cantril’s The Psychology of Social Movements [10], 
but it nevertheless deserves brief comment. Cantril seeks to show the rel- 
evance for social analysis of a variety of psychological concepts such as 
attitudes, frames of reference, and the functional autonomy of motives. 
He too considers certain ego needs to be of prime importance in the func- 
tioning of any personality, particularly the need for status, or self-integ- 
rity, of which he says “an individual is constantly trying to maintain or 
enhance his own feeling of self-regard” [10, p. 46]. In addition, he po- 
sits a need for meaning, a frame which permits man to see events as 
organized or structured and subject to explanation. He then seeks to ex- 
plain lynching mobs, the Father Divine cult, the Oxford Group move- 


Sociology and Psychology 347 


ment, the Townsend Recovery Plan, and the Nazi party as social move- 
ments which arose or were successful in part because they offered to 
meet these and other needs under conditions in which they were sub- 
stantially unfulfilled or threatened. 

For those persuaded mainly by the kind of proof which comes with 
successful prediction under controlled laboratory conditions, analyses such 
as those of Fromm, Erikson, and Cantril are not likely to be too convinc- 
ing. So long as our author works with any reasonable list of human needs, 
he should have no great difficulty in showing that, in any situation he 
may select, one or more of these needs is not being met adequately. To 
demonstrate any necessary connection between the deprivation of the 
need and the emergence of a social movement, he would be required to 
show that in all other situations in which the movement did not arise the 
need had been fulfilled. Failing that improbable demonstration, it would 
be necessary at least to predict the emergence of specific movements in 
places and under conditions in which the relevant deprivation was known 
to be developing. This is also a most difficult task, partly because we 
lack adequate measures of psychosocial deprivation, and those we have 
are expensive and difficult to use on so large a scale as a whole society. 
In addition, prediction is difficult because we cannot easily find a suffi- 
cient number of cases involving the same deprivation to test its general 
role in stimulating social movements. All this is quite apart from the 
problems which stem from the role of independent political, economic, 
or psychological forces which may suppress the development of a social 
movement despite marked psychological deprivations. Further diffi- 
culties inhere in the fact that deprivation of the same need may lead, 
in different times and cultures, to quite diverse responses which are not 
always easily recognized as “social movements.” 

Despite these massive difficulties, increased understanding of the 
response propensities of peoples subjected to unusual, extreme, persistent, 
or critical deprivation will continue to be needed and sought. The great 
social movements of the past will continue to demand explanation, and 
new movements will continuously arise to challenge the imagination. With 
a few notable exceptions, such as When Prophecy Fails [18], psychologists 
have done very little to meet this challenge, even though substantial and 
indeed rich data are available. For example, the Cargo cult or its analog" 
has been reported in a sufficiently large number of cases in widely dis- 
persed culture areas [74] to suggest that there is some general mechanism 
in human nature which produces this specific type of manifestation. 


"“Cargo cult” is the generic term applied to a type of native millenarian move- 
ment widely observed in Melanesia. A recurrent theme is the belief that cargo 
boats loaded with goods will arrive on the island shores to provide in abundance 
the goods and the associated freedom and power which the white men enjoy. 
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Closer study of such problems would not only promise increased under- 
standing of the dynamics of social movements, but would contribute 
equally to our understanding of the dynamics of the human personality. 

Since the “psychologizing” of social organization is in bad repute 
with many social scientists, and perhaps deservedly so, it is important to 
stress certain crucial differences between the approach developed here 
and some which have been important in the past. Psychological theories 
of society and social movements have mainly been of two types. The first 
type derives social behavior and institutions directly from the psycho- 
logical properties of the individual, including, in the case of Freud, the 
individual’s psychological prehistory. A typical, if extreme, example is the 
assertion that man has an aggressive instinct, therefore we have war be- 
tween nations [cf. T. H. Pear, 53]. The second type, which Sorokin [65] 
labeled the “psychologistic school” of sociology, simply reduces or trans- 
lates all social phenomena into psychological terms and, in its more mod- 
ern version, asserts that the only “real” social phenomena or variables are 
the personalities, the individual psychology, of those who make up any 
group. 

Fromm, Erikson, and Cantril do not fit either of these patterns. They 
recognize social institutions, particularly systems of economic and political 
organization, to be relatively independent variables, each with its own 
history and laws of development, and not mere projections of personality 
or psychic need systems. These authors further recognize that many of the 
Processes in political or economic systems, such as the accumulation of 
capital, cannot be reduced to or rendered exclusively in psychological 
terms. The distinctive feature of the mode of analysis they present lies in 
its insistence that all forms of social organization have personal meaning 
or psychological implications for the participants and that different so- 
cial systems yield different psychic effects. In their analysis, they usually 
posit certain general human needs or drives on the basis of personality 
theory and suggest in broad outline some of the psychological conse- 
quences of fulfilling, thwarting, displacing, or otherwise handling the 
needs. A particular social setting is then examined to assess its fulfillment 
or other response to those needs. Where the needs are not satisfied, or are 
met in a peculiar way, personality theory is drawn on again to suggest the 
typical modes of response to the distinctive pattern of frustration experi- 
enced in the given setting. The subsequent effects on the social system are 
then assessed, with special attention to the prospects for personal satis- 
faction or further frustration. That outcome, in turn, may set in motion 
a new social movement. In this model, the action propensities in the indi- 
vidual are not derived from society, but from a general theory of the 
human personality. In turn, culture and social structure are treated his- 
torically, and not derived from or reduced to personality factors. The 
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link between the two systems lies in the effect of the sociocultural situa- 
tion on personality and the influence of the personality’s reaction back 
on the social system, especially as that reaction may take the- form of 
social movements likely to change the original sociocultural system. 


MODAL PERSONALITY PATTERNS 


The second major point of articulation between sociology and. psy- 
chology lies in the effects on any social system which follow from the 
distinctive or modal personality characteristics of the system’s population 
or status incumbents. A number of problems lying at the center of socio- 
logical interest are greatly illuminated through consideration of the degree 
and kind of congruence between the role requirements typical of a given 
institution or social system and the personality patterns characteristic of 
those playing the roles the system provides. Since these terms and the 
relations they suggest are perhaps less familiar or obvious than those with 
which we have so far dealt, a brief elaboration is indicated. 

_ The concept of the role is one of the central elements in sociological 
thinking [26, 60]. Unfortunately, it has a multiplicity of meanings and 
uses—which would not be a serious difficulty except for the fact that the 
particular meaning intended is often left unspecified by those who use 
the term. Its most common use is to designate the set of rights and obli- 
gations which are granted to and placed upon the incumbent of a socially 
recognized status. The most obvious example is found where there is a 
Specific chart of organization, as in the military or governmental bu- 
reaticracy, where each status is precisely specified and the required and 
permitted acts which constitute the role are also stated with some 
precision. 

Confusion as to the meaning of “role” has arisen from several sources. 
In their. analysis of societies, sociologists have often found clusters of 
behavior which seem to go together and to be of substantial importance, 
even though the society’s members may not be aware of the pattern nor 
assign it to a recognized status. These roles are constructs of the sociologist 
rather than clearly formulated sets of expectations held by the society’s 
members. Another source of confusion has involved the relation between 
the role as a society expects the status incumbent to play it and the actual 
behavior characteristic of status incumbents. These often seem to be only 
slightly related, and many sociologists prefer to treat the actual behavior 
rather than the expected behavior of status incumbents as the role. Still 
another use of the role concept treats it mainly in terms of the conse- 
quences or effects of the status incumbent's behavior on others. Thus, the 
“role” of the father may be described as one of providing a model of 
authority which is introjected by the child and which forms the uncon- 
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scious basis or standard for all his subsequent relations with authority. In 
a further extension of this approach, the concept role loses all specific ref- 
erence to a particular status in a network of statuses and becomes a gen- 
eral quality of the person. For example, one may say of X that in most 
groups his role is that of a peacemaker who tries to integrate opposing 
currents in the group. 

In the following discussion, “role” will refer mainly to the set of gen- 
erally expected or normative rights and obligations allowed to and de- 
manded of a person generally felt to be the incumbent of a recognized 
status by others who participate in the same social system. When the term 
is used in another sense, that fact will be specifically indicated. 

Every society makes some broad status distinctions in accord with the 
biological facts of sex and age. Further, each of the major institutional 
complexes in any society generates a list of status designations and their 
accompanying roles. The kinship system, for example, always yields an 
array of such terms ranging from the obvious mother-father-uncle-aunt- 
grandparent set to less universal terms such as those for cross cousins and 
clan or lineage mates. The institutions concerned with religion, fraternal 
relations, economic activity, and political action—all generate such clus- 
ters of statuses. 

Each status, then, is part of a cluster of statuses, and each role a 
set of actions importantly geared in with the sets of action making up 
other roles. Together, these sets constitute small interdependent systems of 
action. The term institution designates the subsystem which is the basic 
building block of sociological analysis. Institutions, like statuses, are gen- 
erally but not always explicitly recognized and named by the societies 
in which they are found. The army or the war party, the clan, the house- 
hold or family, the church or sect or cult, the nation, region, or village are 
generally named and known to all. They are the discernible membership 
units of the society, the “things” to which a person can and generally 
will belong in the course of his life and of which he will be a “member.” 

Institutions are generally organized around the problems that all 
societies face, such as recruitment or socialization of the young, control 
of the use of force, the regulation of sex, maintenance of sustenance, and 
defense against external attack [see Aberle, 1]. Societies will vary mark- 
edly both in the degree to which their institutions have either broad and 
general or highly specialized functions and in the particular combination 
of system problems concentrated in any given institution. Although sociol- 
ogists are often naive in the assumptions they make about the “simplicity” 
of primitive societies, it seems that modern large-scale societies are dis- 
tinguished by the elaboration of a very large number of discrete insti- 
tutions, each organized around a highly specific system need. In modern 
society, for example, the family is no longer a producing unit, provides 
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little formal education, and has only rudimentary religious functions, 
having “lost” these responsibilities to the factory or shop, the school, 
the church, and so on. 

The articulation of the individual’s personality with the role demands 
of the social statuses he fills is of relevance to understanding three central 
problems of sociological analysis: the adequacy of role performance, the 
integration of the diverse institutions which make up a society, and the 
problem of change in social systems. 


Personality and Role Performance 


From the point of view of the individual, it is mainly his status 
rights that are important, since the gratifications which result from these 
are essential to the continued integration or maintenance of the person. 
From the “point of view” of the institution or social system, if we may so 
speak, the performance of the individual's assigned role obligations is the 
critical requirement laid on him, since others are dependent on that per- 
formance as one link in the network of such obligations. Sociologists have 
traditionally explained the fact that individuals do regularly perform 
their roles as being a logical consequence of the sanctions imposed on 
those who fail to meet the expectations laid on them and the rewards 
granted to those who do meet them. Role performance is thus typically 
understood by sociologists as largely dependent on factors “outside” the 
person. All that is posited “inside” is merely the simple desire to avoid 
punishment and to gain rewards. £ 

Important as such drives may be, they are hardly sufficient to explain 
the complex phenomenon of differential role performance. Role perform- 
ance obviously also depends on possession of the knowledge or skills a 
role requires and on the motivation to perform the role. In addition, there 
may be “qualities” in the person which hinder or facilitate his role per- 
formance because they make it intrinsically rewarding or repugnant to 
him, quite apart from the formal system of sanctions. An obvious but 
extremely useful example which Roe [57] calls to our attention involves 
a neurotic symptom such as claustrophobia. Obviously a person with this 
characteristic cannot be employed as an elevator operator, coal miner, 
or underground telephone-cable repairman. Similarly, being somewhat 
phobic about dirt could in important degree facilitate role performance 
in a cleaning woman, and being somewhat compulsive might increase 
the pleasure a file clerk takes in his job. 

Sociologists wish to explain the pattern of recruitment to statuses 
and subsequent performance in relevant roles as this affects the function- 
ing of an institution or society. The measures of system functioning 
sociologists use are generally “efficiency” measures of some sort—produc- 
tion in a factory, stability or happiness in a marriage, success in bring- 
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ing up children in a family. Additional measures of side effects beyond 
those connected with the central purpose of an institution are’ often in- 
cluded in the evaluation of institutional functioning: For example, even 
if production is high in a factory, a high raté of labor turnover or a 
large number of wildcat strikes will be taken: as evidence of institutional 
malfunctioning. To explain such institutional malfunctioning; the <in- 
dustrial sociologist will typically seek for certain institutional defects, He 
may look for an inadequate flow of communications up from the bottom 
which prevents grievances from coming to the attention of management, 
or he may suspect a tendency of management to shift workers without 
adequate consultation of their wishes and desires, Such situational fac- 
tors may indeed be not merely important, but crucial, determinants’ of 
Status incumbents’ behavior and, consequently, institutional functioning. 
The objective stimulus to social action is not being challenged here. 

In addition to such structural factors, however, ‘institutional func- 
tioning may in important degree be influenced by the “qualities” of the 
persons who occupy the statuses in the institutional system. Furthermore, 
the quality of role performance is itself likely to be influenced by a prior 
process of differential recruitment to statuses on the basis of the per- 
Sonality of the candidates, We hold that the incumbents of statuses will 
often be found to reflect not random recruitment, but a highly selective 
Process of assortment or assignment. To the degree that this is true, then, 
in order to predict the functioning of an institution of a small-scale or 
large-scale social system we need to know more than the system of 
Statuses, the formal roles, the sanctions, and similar structural elements 
which characterize the system. We should also: have knowledge of the 
personalities of those occupying the major statuses, 

Although this proposition has great surface’ plausibility, it is ex- 
tremely difficult to muster definitive evidence in support of it. Clearly the 
issues could best be investigated systematically in small groups in which 
it would be possible to vary both the social structure and the per- 
sonality composition of the group. Although there are: small-group 
studies which systematically vary elements of structure, such as the out- 
standing study of autocratic and democratic group atmospheres under- 
taken by Lewin and his associates [44, 46] and several which control 
the personality composition of the groups, there are very few in which 
simultaneous control of these variables is undertaken, as 

We may briefly cite two studies which give us the opportunity to ob- 
serve the effect of varying personality patterns in a structurally constant 
environment. Haythorn and his associates [29] set up four-man dis- 
cussion groups whose task was to compose and record a dialogue to fit a 
silent film they were shown on human relations in industry. The subjects 
had been rated on authoritarianism (F scale), and each group was com- 
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posed of men who were either all high in authoritarianism or all low 
scorers. Although the structure of the two groups was alike in that no 
leader had been appointed and no rules for reaching an agreement speci- 
fied, the behavioral patterns manifested in the groups varied significantly. 
In groups composed of those low on the authoritarianism scale, more 
positive effect was shown, there was greater concern for the feeling of 
others, and fewer efforts were made to direct others. In each of the two 
types of group there developed what the researchers describe as a dis- 
tinctive “group culture.” Although it derived from the modal per- 
sonality patterns of the members, this culture was similar to what would 
have been expected had the norms of the group been formally struc- 
tured as democratic or authoritarian. 

A comparable but more complex pattern is represented in the work of 
Schutz [61]. He also composed groups by selecting members on the basis 
of a personality test, but the groups were arranged to be “compatible” 
or “incompatible.” Compatible groups were made up of men who were 
all the same personality type, whereas in the incompatible groups two 
personality types were mixed. Group members were classified as either 
“personal” or “impersonal” in their orientation toward interpersonal 
relations. The “personal” were more concerned with smoothness of inter- 
personal relations; the “impersonal? were less considerate of the indi- 
vidual and good relations and more involved in getting the job done. 
On a variety of tasks involving problem solving by the groups, the com- 
patible sets, those in which the members were either all “personal” or all 
“impersonal,” had a significantly higher productivity or effectiveness 
score. Follow-up measures of satisfaction with the individual's experience 
in the group revealed more satisfaction with the group and with one’s 
participation in it among members of the compatible groups. 

In neither of these studies was the formal social structure of the 
group significantly varied, although in the Haythorn studies the shift 
from emergent to appointed leaders did introduce a structural change. 
Until the social structure of such groups is also brought under experi- 
mental control, sociologists will wonder how “important” these per- 
sonality factors are compared to variable aspects of structure such as the 
pattern of leadership, the rules determining the rights of members, the 
methods for assigning individuals to tasks and for handling grievances, 
the forms for internal communication, the size of the groups, and many 
similar variables. Until both personality and structural variables are 
simultaneously controlled and the relative impact of each on group 
effectiveness is tested, sociologists will probably remain somewhat skepti- 
cal of the meaning of the statistically significant but not often absolutely 
large differences, which emerge when groups are assembled to represent 
different combinations of personality types. 
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In addition, sociologists would stress that all of these groups were 
carefully and “artificially” composed of highly selected personality types. 
The sociologist evaluating the functioning of institutions might well feel 
that, in “real” groups and situations, the accidents of life history and 
factors other than personality which are responsible for recruitment will 
“randomize” personality distribution in the major social statuses suffi- 
ciently so that taking systematic account of the influence of personality 
composition is unnecessary. 

Even if the personality composition of any group is randomly de- 
termined, random assortment would not in fact guarantee the same per- 
sonality composition in the membership of all institutions of a given 
type. On the contrary, the very fact of randomness implies that the out- 
come would approximate a normal distribution. Consequently, some of 
the groups would by chance have a personality composition profoundly 
different from others, with possibly marked effects on the functioning of 
the institutions involved. Furthermore, there is no convincing evidence 
that randomness does consistently describe the assignment of personality 
types to major social statuses. On the contrary, there is a great deal of 
evidence to indicate that particular statuses often attract, or recruit 
preponderantly for, one or another personality characteristic, and that 
fact has a substantial effect on individual adjustment to roles and the 
general quality of institutional functioning. 

For example, the editorial as against the sports staff of a large 
college daily has been shown by Swanson [69] to be markedly stronger 
in tendencies toward oral passivity, anal expulsiveness, and phallic-as- 
piring qualities. In a study of stereopathy (a quality similar to authori- 
tarianism as measured by the F scale), Stern, Stein, and Bloom [67] 
found it is markedly more prevalent among students in a military 
academy and a typical southern college, whereas “non-stereopaths” were 
rare in such groups. By contrast the “non-stereopaths,” characterized by 
“highly personalized and individualized social relationships . . . and 
non-conforming flexibility in behavior” [67, 192], were markedly more 
common in a northern college, a liberal seminary, and among an as- 
semblage of group dynamicists. Those high in stereopathy were very 
seldom found in these groups. To choose from quite a different realm, 
H. V. Dicks [13] showed that among German prisoners of war, those 
who were hard-core Nazis, as against those who gave only weak support 
to or even opposed Hitler, were personality types much more given to 
projection, marked homosexual trends, extreme antisocial sadism, and a 
much greater propensity to taboo the expression of tenderness. They did 
not, however, differ markedly in the presence or absence of anxiety, 
depression, or schizoid features, Among Soviet Russian refugees, Inkeles, 
Hanfmann, and Beier [33] found that those who had held the more 
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favored positions of professional or administrator were markedly dif- 
ferent from the rank and file of workers and peasants in having much 
greater development of strong ego defenses and in being characterized by 
less need for affiliation and less spontaneity and emotional expressiveness. 

Such examples could be multiplied. They all indicate that occupa- 
tional, political, and institutional groups may contain significantly large 
numbers, sometimes distinctive majorities, of a particular personality type. 
It may be that these types are mainly developed on the job through 
adult socialization, but this seems unlikely because so many of the re- 
ported differences involve depth components in the personality which 
are generally laid down in early life. 

Whether based on recruitment or development on the job, such 
modal personality differences are relevant to the sociologist only if they 
can be shown to affect individual role performance and consequently 
influence institutional functioning. Studies in which personality data and 
data on role performance are simultaneously reported are rare, but 
those available indicate marked effects of personality on role per- 
formance. In a study of the performance of nurses’ aides, as judged by 
their supervisors in a mental hospital, Gilbert and Levinson [24] rated 
them as treating their patients in either a more “custodial” or a more 
“humanistic” fashion. The custodial designation meant that more threats 
were made to the patient and that the aide placed prime emphasis on 
keeping the ward quiet. The more “humanistic”? aides were more 
friendly and respectful to the patients and took on more the role of a 
“social” therapist for their ward. For the female aides in three Boston 
hospitals the rank-order correlation between custodialism in the treat- 
ment of patients and score on authoritarianism in personality as meas- 
ured by the F scale was .75.' 

Several outstanding studies relate personality to school performance. 
Rosen [59] drew a sample of students stratified by social class from 
public high schools in New Haven and secured measures of achievement 
motivation and school performance. Those who scored high on need 
achievement were most likely to make good grades, 69 per cent having B 
or better as against 35 per cent among those with low need achievement. 
A test of value orientations, incidentally, failed to discriminate sig- 
nificantly the low- and high-grade performers. Need achievement was 
also very highly associated with social class, but a separate control run 
on class showed that it had virtually no independent effect on grade 
performance when achievement motivation was controlled. 

Stern, Stein, and Bloom secured a series of performance measures 
for the students high and low on stereopathy. Intelligence accounted for 

“The correlation in the case of the male aides, however, although in the 
expected direction, was only .31, just short of significance at the .05 level. 
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only a modest part of the variance in the stereopathy score, but any 
possible effect of differences in intelligence between the two groups of 
stereopathic and nonstereopathic students (61 in each) was controlled 
by matching on this dimension, On entrance and placement examina- 
tions there were marked. differences in the performance of the two 
groups in tests on the humanities, social sciences, and English. By con- 
trast, there was only random variation in their performance in biological 
sciences, physical sciences, and mathematics, The emphasis at the college 
concerned (presumably the University of Chicago) was on “capacity 
for detachment, for delaying resolution or closure, and for tolerating 
ambiguous relativities rather than demanding structural absolutes” [67, 
p- 206]. This placed a premium on qualities which were characteristic 
among nonstereopaths and relatively lacking in those high in stereopathy. 
Such qualities were, however, obviously less important in the natural 
sciences and mathematics examinations, for which fields the require- 
ments and tests are also more standardized, 

Striking differences also emerged in the later school performance of 
the two groups. At the end of the first year, 20 per cent of the stereo- 
pathic students had withdrawn from the college, whereas none of the 
nonstereopaths did so—a difference significant at the .001 level. Intelli- 
gence made virtually no difference in this performance. The complaints 
of the withdrawing stereopathic students strongly suggested their action 
resulted from the lack of congruence between their personalities and their 
consequent ambitions and hopes, on the one hand, and on the other the 
special requirements of the particular college they had entered, They 
complained most about the sceming lack of discipline, the refusal of in- 
structors to give the “right” answers, and the separation between course 
content and their immediate and practical vocational interests. This 
outcome was largely as had been predicted from an examination of the 
distinctive qualities of education at the particular college and the dis- 
tinctive personality attributes of the stereopathic students, 


Personality and System Integration 


Dealing with only one status, our problem is limited to the fit be- 
tween a personality trait or set of traits and the restricted range of be- 
havior which is distinctive for a particular role. When we consider a full- 
scale social system, however, the problem of the integration of diverse 
roles becomes prominent. Any social system which requires that indi- 
viduals act in more than one role must somehow adjust to the fact that 
people are limited in their ability to combine in one integrated per- 
sonality more than a certain number and range of psychic qualities or 
attributes. Societies can to some extent reduce the strains of integrating 
diverse-role requirements, if they keep to a minimum the number of dis- 
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tinctive statuses. This is often the case with nonliterate societies; it is 
for this reason that we may speak of them as “simple” or relatively un- 
differentiated. Nevertheless, in any society each individual will have at 
least sex, age, and kinship roles and may have in addition others of great 
importance, such as specialized occupational, religious, and political 
roles. The task of playing so many diverse roles can be made more man- 
ageable for the individual by structural arrangements which establish 
sets or congeries of statuses which require similar or compatible quali- 
ties. This pattern is almost always adopted in the differentiation of the 
roles of men and women. It may also be used within a sex group to fur- 
ther differentiate subgroups. Thus war, hunting, and political roles may 
largely be the province of one set of men, whereas art, religion, and 
learning may be equally restricted to another set of individuals, Such 
arrangements simplify but do not eliminate the basic problem. They also 
raise new problems. The integration of a society which particularly re- 
lies on such specialized role clusters will obviously require mechanisms 
rather different from those required where such segmentation is less 
prominent. 

To understand the integration of full-scale social systems with and 
through the personalities occupying the major statuses requires study on 
a scale and with resources which so far have not been mustered any- 
where. For many nations one can easily assemble all sorts of impres- 
sionistic lists of personality traits alleged to characterize the population. 
But there is not one national population, large or small, for which we 
have extensive and systematic information, based on adequate sampling, 
which would enable us to describe accurately the modal personality 
traits found within it. This situation is, happily, now being remedied, In 
1953, Janowitz and Marvick [34] presented data on the distribution of 
authoritarianism, based on a modified F scale, by age, sex, education, 
and occupation in the United States. This was very likely the first time 
anyone published the results of a national sample used to assess the na- 
tion-wide distribution of an important psychological characteristic. More 
recently, in connection with a national survey of adjustment, the Survey 
Research Center staff at Michigan [27] used a modified TAT to 
measure the achievement, affiliation, and power motivations in the popu- 
lation of the United States, The initial report on the findings of this in- 
vestigation prepared by Gurin, Veroff, Atkinson and Feld [27a] firmly 
establishes the feasibility of using survey methods to assess personality 
mode in large populations. ` pe 

We do have substantial data on a variety of small nonliterate societies, 
and some small but intensive studies of various segments of several 
modern large-scale societies. Although this material permits only the 
most tentative and exploratory hypotheses, it can be extremely im- 
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portant in suggesting a model of the studies we have yet to undertake, 
Since the problem of system integration is not a familiar one to many 
psychologists, the following illustrations of the relevance of modal per- 
sonality patterns for such integration are discussed at some length. 

Of the many studies of personality in “primitive? societies, very few 
have achieved the clarity and precision attained by Spindler [66] in 
Maintaining a precise distinction between personality and the socio- 
cultural system. His chief concern was to discern and explain personality 
differences in several groups of Menomini who were differentiated in de- 
gree of acculturation. Nevertheless, his study also provides a rather strik- 
ing example of apparent congruence between the typical role require- 
ments of a sociocultural system and the modal personality pattern of the 
society’s members. 

The “classical” form of Menomini culture—before the extreme ac- 
culturation during the modern period of white contact—is approximated 
contemporaneously in only one group. These are currently the least ac- 
culturated Menomini, and they live in the relatively isolated community 
of Zoar. In that community, we still see elements of the traditional 
Menomini life patterns. There is very little centralization of authority. 
The leaders are noticeably lacking in coercive power and have little 
interest in attaining it. The most important task of a leader is to express 
group consensus and to make sure that no individual’s feelings are hurt. 
Interpersonal equality is strongly stressed, and all the folk heroes are ex- 
tremely democratic. Although being a good hunter is highly valued, such 
attainment does not involve marked strivings or overweening achieve- 
ment drives. Whatever one’s success, it is extremely inappropriate to 
boast. Indeed, emotional expressiveness in general is dampened; in par- 
ticular, the expression of aggression is under severe control. Little value 
is placed on, and no requirements are made for, compulsive qualities in- 
volving orderliness, regularity, or mastery over nature. Little stress or 
strain is imposed by the individual’s statuses. The world is defined as 
more friendly than hostile, and provision is made for sharing food and 
sustaining a kind of oral optimism in other ways. 

In the light of this very brief description of some of the older, more 
traditional Menomini culture patterns which persist in modern times, it 
is most revealing to examine the personality patterns revealed by the 
Rorschach test among 17 of the least acculturated Menomini who were 
largely sticking to the old ways. The test results for this group were highly 
homogeneous. At the lowest, 58 per cent, and on most critical dimen- 
sions 70 per cent or more, shared the same characteristics in Rorschach 
response (based on dichotomous cuts for the larger sample as a whole). 
In his summary of the Rorschach results for this group, Spindler de- 
scribes the personality type: 
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. . . highly intratensive, sensitive to the environment but able to maintain 
equilibrium despite its variations, lacking generally in overt emotional respon- 
siveness and exhibiting a high degree of rational control over it when 
it does appear, motivated more by biologically oriented “survival” drives 
than by self-projective imaginatively creative ones, intellectually uncompli- 
cated but adequate in terms of its setting, lacking in rigidity or constriction, 
without evidence of the usual forms of anxiety, tension, or internal conflict 
(66, pp. 133-134]. 


Juxtaposition of this personality profile with the institutional features 
and role requirements of the sociocultural system suggests a number of 
points at which the modal personality pattern articulates significantly 
with important aspects of the older culture pattern. The low level of 
emotional responsiveness, the control over emotion, and the sensitivity 
to interpersonal relations obviously fit well with the cultural stress on 
inhibiting aggression, not striving for power, and not giving offense. 
At the same time, an appropriate adjustment to the environment and to 
the requirement of skill at hunting is provided by the strength of bio- 
logically oriented survival drives. The Menomini cosmology posits the 
existence of supranatural powers yielding fateful and irrevocable but 
generally positive outcomes. Their ideology of passive acceptance of 
benevolent but inscrutable nature can be seen as articulating with the 
personality quality of lack of tension, striving, and anxiety. 

These and similar points strongly suggest that when the culture was 
in full form before white contact, many of the qualities which cut across 
the Menomini sociocultural system were matched by appropriate quali- 
ties which cut across the modal personality patterns of Menomini people. 
We may then assume that, in substantial measure, the integration of the 
sociocultural system was facilitated by the personality structure of the 
society’s members. It is of special interest to note, furthermore, that those 
Menomini who chose the path of acculturation were progressively less 
like the traditionalists and more like whites in personality, depending on 
the degree of acculturation. We may say, then, that the pattern of social 
change was also in significant degree influenced by modal personality 
patterns. 

The Menomini are a small enough group, and the least acculturated 
are sufficiently homogeneous, to allow us some confidence in results com- 
ing from a sample of only 17. This is, unfortunately, no longer the case 
when we approach modern national states. It is an odd fact that there 
are relatively more complete modal personality studies for nonliterate 
peoples than there are for modern nations. Soviet Russia may serve to 
illustrate the problem of integrating social structure and personality 
modes in a modern society. Considering the extreme inaccessibility of 
Soviet citizens, this may seem a strange choice. The political interest 
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clinical interviews, extensive psychological testing, and careful participant 
observation. In two studies, an explicit purpose was to derive modal 
personality patterns and to assess their relation to the individual's adjust- 
ment in the sociopolitical system. In these two studies, rather careful at- 


presented by Dicks [14] on the basis of clinical interviews and those 
of Pfister-Ammende [54], based on direct observation of the behavior 


The Harvard clinical study included 51 subjects drawn from a larger 
sample of several hundred interviewees, Compared to the Soviet parent 
population, the clinical group was disproportionately male, young, edu- 
cated, and well placed occupationally and politically. But it was in- 
ternally well balanced, representing equally those over and under 
thirty-five, in manual versus white-collar jobs, living in urban or rural 
areas, and having education above or below the secondary level. The 
test battery included the Rorschach, TAT, a 60-item sentence-completion 
test, a set of “projective questions,” and a specially developed “epi- 
sodes” or problem-situations test. These tests were supplemented by in- 
terviews focused on childhood experience and adult adjustment. Bach 
test was independently analyzed, but the conclusions for all tests were 
later combined to develop a profile of modal personality traits in the 
group as a whole. In developing this profile, the interpretation of the test 
results was strongly influenced by contrasts and similarities in parallel 
materials drawn from a matched sample of Americans. 

The Harvard study gave special attention to the way in which the 
modal personality patterns which emerged were related to the adjust- 
ment of these subjects to the Soviet sociopolitical system. It is quite 
reasonable to doubt whether these refugees are at all representative of 
the parent population, although there are grounds for believing that in 
personality terms they are. The accuracy of this interpretation is not an 
important issue here. Rather, we should focus on the study reported 
below as merely illustrating an approach we may wish to see used with 
samples better drawn and more clearly representative of important parent 
populations. 

The Soviet refugees manifested a very strong need for affiliation, 
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which many distinctive features of the Soviet sociopolitical system seemed 
almost calculated to frustrate. The study notes, for example, that “the 
regime has placed great strains on friendship relations by its persistent 
programs of political surveillance, its encouragement and elaboration 
of the process of denunciation, and its assignment of mutual or ‘collec- 
tive’ responsibility for the failings of particular individuals.” The authors 
also comment that the breakup or official infiltration of many primary 
face-to-face groups, such as the village community, the traditional ex- 
tended family group, the church, and the professional society all in- 
terfered with “the desire for involvement in the group, and the in- 
sistence on loyalty, sincerity, and general responsiveness from others” 
(33, p. 13]. 

Another of the most salient and distinctive characteristics of the 
Russian subjects was their emotional aliveness and expressiveness, their 
tendency to give way to impulse and freely to express criticism. This too 
was a source of difficulty in their adjustment to the Soviet sociopolitical 
system, since the regime emphasized and rewarded such qualities as con- 
trol and formality and demanded discipline and orderliness, The study 
then concludes that the refugees’ “expansiveness and tendency freely to 
express their feelings, including hostile feelings, exposed them to retalia- 
tion from the punitive police organs of the state. And in so far as they 
did exercise the necessary control and avoided open expression of hostile 
feelings, they experienced a sense of uneasiness and resentment because 
of this unwarranted imposition, which did much to color their attitude 
to the regime” [33, p. 15]. 

A third illustration is provided by the typical modes of conative 
functioning which characterized the Russian subjects. Compared with the 
American subjects, they showed much less vigorous striving and less con- 
cern for an instrumental-adaptive mastery of their environment. They 
were more passively accommodating and less persevering, although given 
to occasional great bursts of spontaneous energy. By contrast, the Soviet 
regime constantly demanded greater effort, long-range planning and 
deferred gratification, and an instrumental approach to problems. In 
the light of this contrast, it seems not surprising that “Soviet official 
sources have for many years constantly complained of the uneven pace 
at which work proceeds, with the usual slack pace making it necessary 
to have great, often frenzied, bursts of activity to complete some part 
of the Plan on schedule, followed again by a slack period” [33, p. 15]. 

These are but three of a considerable number of examples which 
permit testing the congruence between the personality modes and dis- 
positions of at least one part of the Russian population and certain as- 
pects of the sociopolitical system in which they lived. The authors con- 
clude that the general pattern was one of noncongruence, which had 
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become an important factor in the refugees’ maladjustment and sub- 
sequent defection from the system. They note: 


Most of the popular grievances were clearly based on real deprivations 
and frustrations, but the dissatisfactions appear to be even more intensified 
and given a more emotional tone because they were based also on the poor 
‘fi’ between the personality patterns of many Soviet citizens and the 
‘personality’ of the leaders as it expressed itself in the institutions they 
created, in their conduct of those institutions and the system at large, and 
in the resultant social climate in the U.S.S.R. [33, p. 16]. 


Soviet leaders are not available for psychological testing. Neverthe- 
less, the Harvard study developed some evidence indicating that in im- 
portant respects the personality of Soviet leaders differs from the modal 
personality type. The three defining characteristics of the modal pattern 
were great strength of drive for social relatedness, marked emotional 
aliveness, and general lack of well-developed, complex, and pervasive 
defenses. Of 24 workers and peasants, 20 showed this pattern. By con- 
trast, among the 13 holding professional and higher administrative posi- 
tions only 1 showed this pattern. 

Although we cannot be sure that the higher political elite in the 
Soviet Union shares the personality characteristics of the better-educated 
and occupationally more highly placed refugees, it seems not unreason- 
able to assume that the Soviet political elite is indeed even further along 
the continuum from the point at which the rank-and-file workers and 
peasants were found. As the report notes, “it seems plausible that per- 
sons in whom the affiliative need was particularly strong, expressiveness 
marked and impulse control weak, and the defensive structures not well 
developed or well organized would be handicapped in competition for 
professional and administrative posts in any society; they certainly could 
not be expected to strive for or to hold on to positions of responsibility 
in the Soviet system” [33, p- 18]. 

In so far as the personality of the elite is in fact markedly different 
from the patterns modal for the rank and file of Soviet industrial and 
agricultural workers, this case provides another important illustration of 
the earlier noted pattern of differential recruitment for occupations on 
grounds of personality. It also provides an important illustration of the 
relevance of personality for the integration of sets of specialized roles. 
The presence of distinctive personality modes among the Soviet elite also 
points up the system integration problem posed by the existence of dis- 
tinct modal personality patterns in different segments of a national popu- 
lation. The qualities which facilitate a person’s mobility or recruitment 
to elite status and which enhance his effective performance at that level 
may be the very traits most alien to the ordinary citizen. The same quali- 
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ties may lead the elite to establish institutional arrangements not con- 
gruent with the modal personality patterns of the rank and file. This is 
by no means the only or necessary relation between elite modes and 
those of the rank and file. On the contrary, the German experience under 
Hitler suggests that the relation of the personality patterns of the elite 
to those of the rank and file may be one of similarity or complementarity. 
In either case, however, profound implications for the system’s function- 
ing follow from the degree and kind of congruence between the pattern 
of behavior of the elite and the modal personality patterns of the 
majority of the population. 

It is a moot question whether the definition of a social system should 
include not merely its basic institutions and roles, which provide the 
framework for individual action, but also its cultural values and the par- 
ticular set of personalities within it at any given time. In our opinion it is 
desirable not to include the component personalities in the definition of 
the social system, but merely to specify the statuses and roles and their 
interrelations. To estimate the quality of role performances, however, and 
to understand their coherence in institutional systems, it is important— 
indeed, one might say essential—to know the personality of the status 
incumbents. Just as a general theory of personality may be used as an 
intervening variable in specifying the behavioral consequences of any 
aspect of social structure, so the personality of the role incumbents may 
be treated as an intervening variable in specifying the quality of role 
performance. The “same” formal social system will produce different 
behavioral consequences, depending on the personalities in it, and the 
“same” roles will be performed differently, depending on the personalities 
of the status incumbents. This indicates the second major point of ar- 
ticulation between sociological problems and psychological facts. The 
student of social structure must have some means for assessing the 
special qualities and needs of the personalities acting in the social sys- 
tem if he is to maximize his estimate of role performance and general 
system functioning. For that assessment, he must rely on the personality 
psychologist. 


SPECIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES 


In contrast to the general theories of personality and to the ap- 
proaches for assessing personality modes, the special theories and findings 
of psychology such as those dealing with learning, cognition, or percep- 
tion cannot at this time be easily integrated with sociological theory and 
research. This is not surprising, since it was only in the period im- 
mediately after World War II that some of these special materials were 
even partially articulated with general personality theory itself. We hear, 


364 ALEX INKELES 


for example, of the “new look” in perception research [9], only: to dis- 
cover that it is the readiness to relate certain aspects of perception theory 


Of the “special” branches of psychology, the theories of learning have 
perhaps the most direct relevance for the sociologist. Implicit in the idea 
that the members of a society share a system of action is the assumption 
that they have learned the appropriate responses to the cues given by 


perhaps encourage a pattern of collaboration between the psychologist 
of learning and the sociologist or anthropologist. 

A full discussion of the Sociologist’s perspective on the study of child 
training is beyond my mandate and the scope of this paper. It is not 
inappropriate to say, however, that contemporary learning theories seem 
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inadequate to account for the process which transforms the infant into 
the fully socialized culture-bearing adult. Academic psychologists who 
study learning are mainly interested in the effects on learning of the time 
which elapses between stimulus and response, in the sequence of stimulus, 
conditioned and unconditioned response, in reinforcement and extinc- 
tion, and in stimulus generalization. An understanding of these processes 
is essential to an understanding of human learning. But psychological 
students of learning have dealt with these problems at an extremely 
general level. They study learning as manifested in any species, rather 
than mainly in humans. Their desire to control what they regard as 
extraneous variables has led them to screen out elements of content and 
context which are not only most interesting and relevant for the 
sociologist, but which in his opinion are decisive for an understanding of 
the learning process, its success or failure, and its consequences. For 
these reasons the sociologist turns away from the student of learning 
and looks to the student of personality. Even in the case of the most in- 
tensive and explicit utilization of learning theories in the study of 
socialization by Whiting and Child [72], it is apparent that traditional 
learning theories contribute substantially less to the analysis than does 
Freudian theory. The blending of the two accomplished in that work 
may, however, provide a model for other efforts along the same line. 

Learning theory may be very important in explaining how certain 
traits come to be prevalent in the adult members of a society. Once a 
given predisposition is established, however, the sociologist will be less 
concerned with its past development and more interested in understand- 
ing how the given trait affects the quality of role performance, or how 
certain role demands may affect the psychic adjustment of persons with 
the given trait. At the level at which most sociologists work, much that 
concerns contemporary students of learning seems to have little im- 
mediate relevance, even though its significance may be substantial in the 
study of behavior at more molecular levels. 

To increase the relevance of learning theory and research for 
sociologists would require going far beyond what is traditionally defined 
as an appropriate concern of psychologists working in that realm. It does 
not seem likely, however, that the range of problems and the type of 
situation now covered in psychological research on learning can in- 
definitely remain so circumscribed. In time, psychologists who define 
themselves as specialists on learning must either broaden the area of 
their concern or allow others to share responsibility for, and legitimate 
entry into, the ranks of “students of learning.” Foremost among these 
new entrants into the ranks will be those who study the early learning 
of the child in the socialization process. In addition, learning theory 
would be of great relevance for societal analysis, if it would deal more 
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systematically with the principles which account for adult learning and 
for the failure of individuals and cultures to learn new ways. However 
much one might be led to think so by the concentration of studies on 
early socialization, significant learning hardly ceases at the age of six. 
Social learning, often meaning unlearning and relearning, goes on all 
through life. Indeed, in modern large-scale societies, learning in early 
and late adolescence is extremely important in laying the bases for later 
social participation, and much of the process continues at the adult 
level as in socialization to a professional role. About such learning, how- 
ever, there is little or nothing that I can find in the chapters on learning 
produced by most psychologists—indeed, there is not very much by stu- 
dents of personality. 

At least one major exception can be cited in the work of Miller and 
Dollard. In their book Social Learning and Imitation [51], they attempt 
to show how an application of learning theories can augment our under- 
standing of a number of social patterns, including crowd behavior and 
culture borrowing. In describing crowd or mob behavior, Miller and 
Dollard use the concept of “inter-stimulation,” and describe a sequence 
in which— 


- . the first individual notices the response of the second, and the stimuli 
given off by this response operate to intensify his own response, The first 
person is now responding more vigorously than he would to the drive 
stimulus alone. The second person, in his turn, is stimulated by the intensified 
response of the first, and increases the vigor of his own response. 


[But why should A increase his response because B does? Apparently because 
of generalization from prior experiences similar to the following paradigmatic 
case]: 


Children have learned that when others are running toward the same 
goal, it is advisable to speed up, if the goal is to be reached, They are fre- 
quently rewarded, in such situations, for running faster when they see others 
run. The response of running faster when others run is therefore fixed to 
the stimulus of seeing the other person run [51, pp. 227-228]. 


This theory of crowd behavior seems inadequate on a number of 
counts. In the socialization process, especially in the schools in Western 
society, great pains are taken to teach children not to run just because 
others are running. To explain crowd behavior, therefore, we must not 
deal only with previous learning which reinforced the impulse to reach 
a goal. We must explain how interstimulation overcomes the previous 
learning which sought to extinguish the running response. Crowd be- 
havior depends on conditions of anonymity and the reduction of social 
control and it varies with the degree of hostility or aggressiveness which 
characterizes the crowd members. Neither these nor a host of other 
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factors important in understanding crowd behavior can be dealt with 
adequately, if at all, by most extant learning theories. Of course, there 
is no reason to expect learning theory alone to explain so complex a 
phenomenon. This illustration does, however, highlight the need to at- 
tempt further integration of learning theories with theories of personality 
and social structure. 

The application of learning theory to explain culture borrowing 
is less satisfying than its use to explain crowd behavior. Culture borrow- 
ing, we are told, depends upon a prior experience with such borrowing 
which was successful or rewarding. Thus the Chinese, although for 
centuries in contact with the Mongols, who used milk, did not adopt 
it because “the Chinese . . . never tried out the use of milk and hence 
could not be rewarded for adopting it” [51, p. 265]. The authors con- 
fidently apply the same theory to explain the fact that some societies 
seem in general disinclined toward borrowing, stating, “We have no 
doubt that the conservatism in question is a result of former experience 
a copying and indicates negative results in earlier copying” [51, pp- 

65-266]. 

This confidence will hardly be shared by most students of culture 
borrowing. Indeed, Miller and Dollard themselves find it necessary to 
introduce factors such as the “prestige” of the society from which 
borrowing will be done relative to the prestige of the society which 
borrows, and the “social attitude toward copying.” Neither of these 
ideas, nor many others they find it necessary to introduce, finds a place 
in most learning theory. The reason is, of course, fairly obvious. Animal 
experimentation, which is the basis for most learning theory, hardly 
creates a great need for such concepts. As soon as the learning theorist 
Ventures beyond the rat maze, however, he finds that he must have such 
Concepts. Perhaps the significance of Social Learning and Imitation 
lies as much in making this so very evident as it does in increasing our 
understanding of mob behavior and culture borrowing. d 
_ Turning to perception, we face a problem similar to that encountere 
in the study of learning—the subject either leads back into ae 
Personality theory, or it seems to lack relevance for problems o! Fi 
ological analysis. This is most evident in Else FrenkehBrunsyikia | 

Personality centered approach” to perception. She is mainly x id sin 
quality of personality rather than a principle of perception, W hich 
Shows that those inclined toward perceptual dichotomization, = w i 
they stick rigidly and with intolerance of ambiguity, are also et TM 
prejudiced. Much the same point may be made about the interes ng 
Work of Witkin and his associates [73]. They deal with u, 
the spatial orientation of objects in relation to the upright en 

© objects studied included, notably, the human body. tn 
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apparatus, the subjects can be rotated and tilted with such precision 
that any subject will experience precisely the same objective situation 
or stimulus. Witkin’s research leads to the conclusion that “under the 
same field conditions and with a force of the same magnitude and di- 
rection acting on their bodies, people differ markedly in their perception” 
[73, p. 156]. These differences, furthermore, “represent a pervasive and 
deep-seated characteristic of the individual” [73, p. 156]. In other words, 
the differences in perception are not explained by external conditions. 
They are an attribute of the person. In addition, there seem to be 
distinctive patterns which distinguish youth from adults, and men from 
women, which leads us back to social-group analysis. 

It is immediately apparent how a sociologist can apply to his 
problems of research the findings presented by Else Frenkel-Brunswik. 
The application of studies such as Witkin’s or the pioneering study of the 
effect of values on perception by Postman, Bruner, and McGinnies [55] 
is perhaps not so obvious, but the relevance seems clear. It is much more 
difficult to see such relevance in the principles of “pure” perception 
theory—such as those which deal with the relations of figure and ground, 
or with closure and continuity. This is not to exclude these principles 
from relevance in sociological analysis, but simply to suggest that their 
usefulness, except as expressed through personality, still awaits a con- 
vincing demonstration. 

When we turn to the study of cognition, much the same kind of 
difficulty confronts us. The study of cognition has yielded fewer “laws” 
as rigorously formulated as those developed by students of learning and 
perception. Both concepts and research method are here less firmly set in 
a fixed mold. This fluidity holds more promise that studies of cognition 
can be developed in such a way as to make their findings relevant to 
the sociologist. The promise of such carry-over is also enhanced by the 
fact that work on cognition is generally done with men rather than 
animals, Nevertheless, the direct relevance of many studies of cognition 
to problems of sociological analysis is not immediately apparent. 

For example, Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin [8] report in their 
study of concept attainment that there seem to be four main methods 
for validating categorizations: recourse to an ultimate criterion, tests by 
consistency, consensus, and affective congruence. They also call our at- 
tention to a phenomenon they label “persistence forecasting,” by which 
they mean the tendency “to fall back on cues that in the past have 
seemed useful, whether these cues have been useful in an analogous 
situation or not” [8, p. 237]. Now it may be that individuals (or even 
societies) will vary in their propensity to utilize one or another method of 
validating categories, will be more or less prone to persistence forecast- 
ing, or will require more or less information before being willing to 
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reach a decision. To the extent that this is true, however, these tendencies 
are merely variable properties of individual or modal personality and 
can be adequately handled as part of the general description of per- 
sonality. 

An interesting illustration may be found in Gordon Allport’s [5] 
study of prejudice, which makes explicit use of perceptual-cognitive 
processes as they are revealed in the categorization of people. He 
describes how the processes of selection, accentuation, and interpreta- 
tion of sensory data lead to either monopolistic or differentiated 
categories. The monopolistic category is one that is relatively undif- 
ferentiated, usually containing only two values, such as good and bad, 
which are applied mechanically and rigidly. These categories serve not 
as causal principles, but rather as descriptive terms about personal 
styles in cognition. Their significance becomes evident only when we see 
them in the context of personality. It is noteworthy that when Allport 
comes to “perhaps the most momentous discovery of psychological re- 
search in the field of prejudice,” it turns out to be the discovery that 
“the cognitive processes of prejudiced people are in general different 
from the cognitive processes of tolerant people” [5, pp. 174-175]. 

Thus, the cognitive-patterning characteristic of a person may be an 
important influence on his selection of a status or on his performance of 
roles. The special branch of psychology concerned with cognition is then 
of relevance to sociological study, but only indirectly, through the avenue 
of personality and its influence. There is no direct translation of prin- 
ciples of cognition into a factor influencing or explaining some pattern 
or feature of social structure. This is not meant to deny the relevance 
for sociological analysis of a study of cognition. It is only to indicate that, 
as yet, we await a convincing demonstration of how, apart from its role 
as a dimension of personality, a knowledge of principles of cognition can 
increase our understanding of sociocultural processes. 


SOME COMMENTS ON CONCEPTS AND METHODS 


I have not specified in any detail what range of problems I consider 
sociological, perhaps thereby limiting the psychologist’s opportunity to 
decide how his discipline might be related to sociology’s needs or prob- 
lems. This was not an oversight. As practiced, sociology is an extremely 
sprawling discipline which breaks down into a great welter of fairly 
discrete topics. Thus we have the sociology of the family, of industry, of 
the law, of religion, and of knowledge. Some study “sociological factors 
in politics, others in economic behavior. Stratification and mobility, 
deviance and social control, invention, imitation, and change may be 
added to the list. To discuss each item of even this partial array is 
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obviously far beyond what is possible here and would, in addition, be 


have a self-sufficient system of action or not, ie, be a society or merely 
a subsystem or group in a society. The articulation of psychology and 
i comes largely through the study of personality, both the general 


than those common to all analyses of systems. Exception must, however, 
be made with regard to at least four foci of interest which seem to inol 
considerable overlap or sharing of concepts and methods: small-group 
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investigations are “personality studies” in the sense in which we 
been using the term. 

The professional identification of the reasearcher by no 
permits accurate prediction as to which of these two types of 
may be doing. There is perhaps no reason why it should, What 
regrettable is the asertion often made by one or another worker 
field that “only” psychological or “only” sociological factors 
portant in an understanding of group processes, This is all the 
deplorable because often the disputants have only the most 
notion of what is a psychological as against a sociological 
they would not agree too well even if they could define these 
precisely. ‘The argument is perhaps futile, In any event, a 
whether or not a factor is psychological or sociological 
important than the question as to whether or not it is 
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cusants are applied to the same or a matched population of 

students, By the same token, the work of a 

chologist such as Schutz [61], who systematically composes his 
personality traits, 
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to work or live with, the opinions he holds on world government, his 
beliefs about the trustworthiness of his fellow men, or the nature of good 
and evil are not basically different from any other behavioral datum. 
Each choice, opinion, or value can be related either to the personality or 
to the group and the social system of which it is a representative ex- 
presion. Failure to recognize these different referents as analytically 
and concretely distinct entities leads to substantial confusion, since both 
psychologists and sociologists are in this case studying the same items of 
behavior, 
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govem the coherence of penonal values, Much confusion and frustration 
can be avoided by keeping the two analytical referents distinet, at least 
until it can be demonstrated that systems of values in fact do obey 
same laws of coherence, whether in pensons or in cultures. 

To suggest the value of maintaining the distinction 
sonality and social system is not to asert that it isin fact 
all points to do so with clarity or precision. If a man 
dependent or aggrewive friends or workmates, we have 
secing this as definitely a manifestation of penonality. 
men manifest the same pattern, especially when the 
common social status, then this fact is an attribute of culture or 
structure. It may be so without each individual manifestation of 
"rate of choosing aggresive workmates” being any lew an 
permmality, In sociometrie study, however, we must reckon mot 
with the choices made by a penon, but also with those received. 
the choices received by a person an attribute of his o 
attribute of the group which bestows the chalcen? are 
advantages in conceptualizing “choices received” as an attribute 
the penon, but there are abo obvious difficulties 
which in itself includes no act of or by the ponon a ol bie per: 
sonality, In this case, therefore, it would seem 
tate or convenience, whether one would treat the problem as pay» 
chological of sociological. 

\ similar problem aries in the analysis of opinions and values To 
relate a man’s opinions to his needs or his motives un hie vahısın be cheatty 
a problem in prychology. The relationship fall entinely whhin te 
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class position adjust to their condition in a fairly standard way, however, 
the individual psychological fact becomes a social regularity. It seems 
none too obvious that the psychologist must bow out simply because 
the problem has assumed the proportions of a social regularity, since 
the regularity remains one of personal adjustment. It is only in so far as 
interest turns to the significance of this regularity for other aspects 
of the social system that the problem again becomes clearly sociological. 
But to assess the general pattern of personal adjustment to social-class 
situation, we must again have psychologically trained sociologists or 
sociologically trained psychologists or some working combination of 
representatives from both disciplines. 


Articulating Sociology and Psychology 


Difficulties between sociologists and psychologists involving overlap 
of interest, as in the study of sociometrics and in attitude and value re- 
search, represent only one type of tension between the disciplines. 
Perhaps equally important are those situations which arise from efforts 
to articulate the disciplines, even when the sphere of action appropriate 
to each is perfectly clear. Tensions often develop when one discipline 
makes demands on or expresses need for the work of the other. For 
example, sociologists would like to have a large number of personality 
studies based on well-designed samples of different strata of the 
population. The design and conduct of such tests is largely the province 
of the personality psychologist. But, until very recently, personality psy- 
chologists have concentrated mainly on studies of the individual, as in 
clinical testing in support of psychiatric diagnosis and counseling. The 
dimensions of personality important for an assessment of the individual’s 
personal adjustment are often quite different from those significant for 
an assessment of performance in different social roles or occupational 
positions. In addition, the problems faced in scoring and interpreting 
tests performed for clinical study of the individual are quite different 
from those which arise when such tests are used with large samples. In 
the latter case, scoring must be valid and reliable and objective and 
routinized as well. The probability that a sociologist will systematically 
use personality variables in his research is obviously slight, if he must put 
each subject through a long and expensive process of clinical assess- 
ment which can be performed only by a highly specialized clinician and 
which, in any event, yields only rather imprecise clinical impressions of 
the personality of his subjects. 

Many sociologists feel that personality psychologists have not been 
very responsive to this need. For their part, many psychologists may well 
complain that, however much they may wish to accommodate the sociol- 
ogist, it is extremely difficult to design new tests or to use existing tests 
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to measure qualities, attributes, or traits which the “client” sociologist 
cannot precisely specify or define. For it is a distressing fact, which 
psychologists often discover when they try to relate personality to role 
requirements, that the sociologist has not developed an adequate set 
of standard categories or dimensions for the analysis of role requirements. 
Furthermore, the sociologist is often hard put to specify the requirements 
of any role in a way that has clear psychological relevance. Consequently, 
it often happens that the psychologist’s analysis of the personality of a 
status type seems to the sociologist to be greatly lacking in relevance to 
the social aspects of the role, In turn, the sociologist’s description of 
the role requirements placed on a status incumbent can only with great 
difficulty be translated into the psychological qualities that might be 
relevant to role performance. 

The problem does, however, yield to systematic analysis. Indeed, it 
yields what seem extraordinarily promising results whenever the study 
design from the start holds to the demand that both the role description 
and the psychological test be designed with consideration for the final step 
of relating the two. Roe’s studies [58] of personality among scientists in 
different fields, although quite promising, suffered particularly from 
inadequate conceptualization of the role demands peculiar to the disci- 
plines of biology, physics, anthropology, and psychology. By contrast, 
Swanson’s study [69] of the differences in personality between editorial 
writers and the sports and business staff on a college newspaper is a model 
of precision in separately specifying role demands and appropriate per- 
sonality dimensions. In his case, however, he was fortunate to have avail- 
able an existing psychological test which measured precisely the variables 
of personality which his role analysis indicated to be relevant. 

The extremely fine work by Stern, Stein, and Bloom [67] in the 
study of divinity students, young physicists, and students at a liberal pro- 
gressive college is particularly instructive here. The analysis of role re- 
quirements was actually the first major step in their assessment program. 
Happily, their previous experience alerted them to the realization that a 
psychologist assessing the qualities required by a particular role often op- 
erates exclusively in terms of his own image of good and bad perform- 
ance, without giving due consideration to “whether or not these determi- 
nants are free to operate in the actual job situation.” They call this the 
“psychological fallacy in assessment research” [67, p. 33]. At the same 
time, they note, the sociological description of roles often seems to assume 
“a passive participant who becomes adapted” to any set of demands. 
Their own approach is based on the “psychologically functional analysis 
of the roles.” By this they mean “the translation of the varieties of press 

. into statements of role-fulfillment in terms of the needs or person- 
ality characteristics which are required for most effective functioning. 
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Thus, the same psychological terms are utilized to characterize the indi- 
vidual as well as the environment’ [67, p. 55]. For example, a job might 
be described as requiring frequent friendly reciprocal reaction with others, 
obviously related to the strength of need affiliation. Another might put a 
premium on rough contact, even body contact, with materials or with 
other persons, which would make the strength of the personal tendency 
toward “harm avoidance” a critical dimension. 

This method of “functional analysis of the role,” especially when 
combined with testing procedures which are adapted to the requirements 
of large-scale testing, represents an important methodological advance. 
It should serve to bring personality study out of the limited confines of the 
clinic into broad usefulness in social science research, At the same time, 
it holds substantial promise of providing a set of general categories which 
may be used for the analysis of many different kinds of roles. 

Even when role requirements are stated in terms of the personality 
qualities most adaptive for those in a given status, there is still the 
problem of assessing the presence or absence of the required traits in status 
incumbents, in candidates for the position, and in the population at large. 
For purposes of sociological analysis, it is virtually indispensable that 
there be tests which permit rating personality on a series of fairly discrete 
variables by methods which require little in the way of special testing 
environments or conditions, The idea that any trait can be meaningfully 
measured or understood in isolation from the simultaneous measurement 
of virtually all other qualities of the person meets strong resistance in 
some psychological quarters. The consequence has been that we have 
made very slow progress in devising personality tests which can be simply 
administered and easily scored. Only a few clinically validated personality 
traits of sociological relevance, such as authoritarianism [2] and stere- 
opathy [67], can now be scored by simple paper-and-pencil tests. Methods 
of administration and scoring which are more complex, yet amenable to 
large-scale application, are available for need achievement, affiliation, 
and power [47]. But there is a long list of personality traits which, from 
a sociological viewpoint, it would be desirable to measure and which 
cannot now be treated in this way. More of this in our concluding re- 
marks. 

_ In debating with the clinical psychologist the sociologist hears his 
critic decry the separation of the part from the whole and use of the 
routine test score in place of rich living analysis. The roles are strangely 
reversed in the sociologist’s methodological disagreement with the ex- 
perimental psychologist. Many sociologists decry the possibility of our 
learning anything meaningful about individual or social behavior in the 
context of most controlled experiments, They assume and assert that the 
individual's behavior in such settings is unnatural or unreal. For his part, 
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the psychologist will often charge that the sociologist can never really 
know anything because too many of the relevant variables remain uncon- 
trolled in all his studies. 

Often the emotional quality of these arguments stands in the way of 
any increase in insight or understanding. These questions, in good part, 
concern matters of fact and can be answered only by the same tests we 
apply to other facts. Is their participation in a laboratory discussion group 
dealing with fraternity membership as “real” to participants as a dis- 
cussion of someone’s suitability as a member of their own fraternity 
would be? Is the jury deciding a case it heard on tape as involved as it 
would be if the case were actually on trial? Is a boy’s achievement mo- 
tive aroused to the same degree by a laboratory-test instruction and com- 
petition for a crucial scholarship? None of these questions can be prop- 
erly answered in absolute terms. Reality and involvement are variables 
which can be measured. Each laboratory setting and each experimenter 
differs in the capacity to affect these variables. Increased experience will 
undoubtedly make for greater skill in eliciting involvement similar to 
that manifested outside the laboratory. 

Many sociologists are too quick to reject experimentally controlled 
studies before having closely examined the comparability of the exper- 
imental with the original setting. Even “unreal” settings may permit im- 
portant inferences with regard to “real” situations. Competitive feelings, 
for example, can be induced in group experiments. They can be as real 
as competitive feelings experienced in the classroom and may permit 
inferences with regard to other situations. At the same time, it must be 
recognized that the necessarily transitory and limited relationships de- 
veloped in the laboratory can seldom match the significance for the in- 
dividual of the great majority of the important roles which he plays in 
the social system. To deal with these, it seems indispensable to deal with 
them in nature. Considerable control over the relevant variables, how- 
ever, is possible with smaller samples through careful matching on cru- 
cial variables, as in the Gluecks’ delinquency study, or through the method 
of controlled cross tabulation with larger samples in the manner of most 
opinion surveys. 

In so far as the degree of personal involvement necessary for the 
problem and dimension under study can be developed in the laboratory, 
it is ridiculous for sociologists to do less than welcome this development 
for the greater control it affords. To the degree that matched samples 
permit control over the crucial variables, the psychologist should be 
equally impressed. It is foolish for either to make the deficiencies that he 
cannot help a matter of virtue—for the sociologist to claim precision for 
his findings when he cannot control the relevant variables, or for the psy- 
chologist to claim generality for his findings when he has been able to 
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control only incidental variables at the price of wholly excluding from 
consideration the only factor which could give social meaning to his 
experiment. 


FUTURE PROSPECTS 


Rather than attempt to predict future developments, I will indicate 
some of the requirements which may be preconditions for further ad- 
vance. ‘These are stated mainly from the perspective of the sociologist and 
describe what he needs and wants from the psychologist. Psychologists 
probably have an equivalent set of needs for the satisfaction of which 
they are dependent on the sociologist. As a sociologist interested in 
bringing psychology to bear on problems of sociological analysis, I look 
for development along three main lines. 


The General Theory of the Normal Personality 


The fact that Freud made most of his discoveries about the dynamics 
of personality through the observation of psychiatric patients has not as 
yet been outlived by students of personality. There must be 20 books on 
the abnormal personality for every 1 which deals with the normal routine 
processes of personality functioning. Except in the study of social devi- 
ance, including suicide, homicide, and delinquency, the sociologist has 
only limited use for the theory of the abnormal personality. He is, how- 
ever, greatly concerned with the propensities and capacities of the normal 
person to adjust and adapt to the strains implicit in social living and in 
the social consequences which flow from different adaptive modes. In 
particular, there seem to be some relatively neglected areas. 

i Development of personality under varying social conditions. Despite 
its tremendous contribution to our understanding of the growth of per- 
sonality, Freud’s work has also had an important inhibiting effect on ef- 
forts to study normal personality development as preparation for adult 
life. The importance attached to the physiological, or better, erogenous 
zones, the sharp delineation of Stages of development organized around 
the zonal concept, and the concentration on the crises of personality 
development (e.g., the Oedipus complex) have all deflected attention 
from certain aspects of personality development which directly affect the 
individual’s role performance and adjustment to society. An outstanding 
example of the difference at issue would be Freud’s stress on the stages of 
libidinal development as contrasted with Erikson’s [17] later attempt to 
specify parallel stages of ego development. The Freudian concentration 
on the primary disciplines for training the sex, the excretory, and the oral 
drives led to relative neglect of other needs, such as those for affection, 
relatedness, and self-respect, and of other values not directly bearing on 
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libidinal drives. Less neglected, but still relatively so, were the patterns 
learned for handling aggression, fear, and anxiety. 

In addition, Freud’s assumption about the universality of the crises 
of human development encouraged many to overlook the range of pos- 
sible and actual patterns of child development and the difference in the 
personality consequences which follow. This range of variation in child 
rearing modes, and some of the differential consequences, are now being 
brought under systematic scrutiny in the work of Whiting and Child 
[72] and Miller and Swanson [49, 50]. Whiting and Child have so far 
dealt with only five “systems” of behavior: the ubiquitous oral, anal and 
sexual, plus dependence and aggression. An extension of this analysis to 
other systems is to be hoped for. Miller and Swanson deal in addition 
with such problems as modes of expressive behavior and moral needs, 
and they give particular attention to the defense mechanisms typically 
favored by those exposed to different methods of child rearing. Their 
work has particular advantage over that of Whiting and Child— 
they are able to study the consequences of different methods of child 
rearing directly in the personality of the child, rather than observing them 
indirectly in the presence of such cultural elements as belief in ghosts. 
Carrying forward the pioneering work of Davis and Havighurst [12], 
Miller and Swanson deal systematically with the effect of social class and 
other aspects of the parent’s life situation on the kind of child rearing 
disciplines he will adopt. From the sociologist’s point of view, it is of 
great importance that such studies be extended to deal with a greater 
range of “behavior systems” and developmental problems among occu- 
pants of a wider variety of statuses, using larger and more systematically 
drawn samples. 

Growth of the normal personality. The concentration on infancy 
and childhood encouraged by Freudian theory has recently been some- 
what balanced by fuller study of adolescence and a growing interest in 
the process of aging. Nevertheless, this intense emphasis on the early years 
has hardly been matched by comparably intensive study of early adult- 
hood and maturity. Yet from the sociologist’s point of view, an under- 
standing of the dynamics of the adult personality is crucial. The function- 
ing of a social system, including the crucial task of training the next gen- 
eration, falls predominantly on the young adult. A fuller understanding 
of the adaptation of the individual to adult status and the progressive 
adjustments required through maturing into old age is badly needed, 
and it is to be hoped that we will have a full-scale development of the 
beginnings represented in White’s Lives in Progress [71]. 

Nonpathological adjustment to conflict and strain. It seems almost 
in the nature of the case that the complex institutional structure of mod- 
ern societies will provide the individual with so diverse a set of role de- 
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mands as to induce conflict and strain. The response is often personal 
disorganization, deviant social behavior, or extremist social movements, 
At the same time, many individuals show surprising flexibility and adap- 
tability in adjusting to role conflict. We are greatly in need of knowledge 
as to both the qualities of personality which make for greater flexibility 
and the combinations of social demands which are least and most tol- 
erable to the average person. In addition, we need fuller understanding 
of the responses which different types of personal strain are most likely to 
produce. The frustration-aggression hypothesis [Dollard, 15; Lindzey, 
45] is one of the few instances we can site of a systematic effort to de- 
velop a theory accounting for the effects of a ubiquitous psychic depriva- 
tion. We also need to discover the most likely consequences of the depriva- 
tion of needs, such as needs for dependence, for affiliation, for self-respect 
and others to which social situations and systems may systematically 
deny adequate satisfaction. 


Advances in Personality Assessment 


I have suggested that, through knowledge of personality data, the 
sociologist can increase his understanding of the patterns of recruitment 
to different statuses, the quality of role performance, and the integration 
of diverse elements of the social system. To undertake such analysis, he 
must have descriptions of personality along dimensions which are of major 
relevance for sociological analysis. He must also have methods for ac- 
quiring such descriptions simply and inexpensively. The main dimensions 
of personality which further invite the development of assessment pro- 
cedures are easy to specify, Yet the focus of attention in early efforts will 
most likely be on traits selected more in accordance with the needs of 
some particular research program than on the basis of any generally 
agreed-upon priority list. The following list is not meant to be exhaustive, 
rather it is intended to illustrate the kind of personality traits which seem 
to have obvious social implications. There is a high degree of congruence 
between this scheme and that presented in Stern, Stein, and Bloom [67], 
even though they were arrived at independently and at several points 
combine certain traits in quite different components of personality. 

Relations to authority and others, The problem of individual and 
Society can be conceived of in large part as one involving the problem of 
authority—the necessity for the individual to control and channel his 
needs to meet the restrictions placed on him by life in society. The great 
impact of the research on the authoritarian personality [2] attests to the 
immediate interest this dimension has for sociologists. However, further 
work is needed to bring under control other aspects of the individual’s 
orientation to authority than are tapped in the study of the authoritarian 
personality. For example, Henry Murray, in his introduction to Stern 
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[67], has suggested that we study what he calls “subordinate capacity,” 
that is, “the capacity to comply with the decisions and to execute the 
plans of a duly appointed leader without covert resistance or overt fuss 
and fury” [67, p. 15]. Riesman’s other-directed, inner-directed, and auton- 
omous syndromes [56], viewed as models of conformity [7], may also 
be cited as concepts on which further empirical work needs to be done. 

Conceptions of self. Despite impassioned pleas by Allport [3] 
and others for further development of ego theory, much remains to be 
done in developing this topic of great sociological interest. One of the 
most important effects of social interaction lies in its impact on the in- 
dividual’s ability. to maintain a stable self-concept. His self-conception 
is also one of the main factors shaping the individual’s choice of roles 
and his performance of them. Although Sullivan [68] organized a large 
part of his psychiatric theory around this theme, little has yet been done 
to carry his work forward systematically. 

Dominant needs or motives. Although all human beings man- 
ifest the same basic needs, some needs may achieve unusual strength or 
assume a more central or commanding role in the organization of the per- 
sonality. In such cases, we may expect the need to exert substantial in- 
fluence on the individual's orientation toward social situations, Further- 
more, the members of important subgroups in a population may have in 
common the same distinctive need strengths. To supplement the existing 
measures for need achievement, we need fuller development of measures 
of need for affiliation and the need for power or dominance. In addition, 
the needs for aggression, for succorance and nurturance, for deference, 
abasement, and autonomy all have obvious sociological relevance and 
invite further study. 

Typical polarities and primary dilemmas. Quite apart from the 
strength of any need or motive, the dimension along which it falls may 
itself become a focus of central importance in the personality in the sense 
that the person is preoccupied with the issue, that is, with the choice of 
alternatives posed by the fact that most dimensions can be polarized. 
These are the polarized issues which each person must resolve in the 
course of psychological maturation, as described by Erikson [17]. For ex- 
ample, it seems that the problem of autonomy-versus-belongingness is a 
primary dilemma in the personality organization of many Americans, 
whereas optimism-versus-pessimism and trust-versus-mistrust of others 
play a similar role for Russians [33]. Further understanding of such typ- 
ical polarities or dilemmas would be of substantial sociological interest. 

Modes of impulse control. Although we are only beginning to de- 
velop a fuller understanding of how these qualities influence social action, 
certain elements of personality which might be grouped under the head- 
ing of impulse control have clear relevance for many sociological prob- 
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lems. For example, the degree of superego integration or conflict has, as 
we have seen, substantial influence on the probability that a particular 
boy will engage in juvenile delinquency. We need valid and reliable 
measures of the defensive modes of structures which are intimately con- 
nected with impulse control, Propensities toward blame avoidance, denial, 
projection, and other modes of defense should be fully explored, and it 
is to be hoped that the work of Miller and Swanson [50] in developing 
measures in this realm represents the beginning of a trend. 

Expressive modes. Examples of the kind of variable which should 
be given fuller attention are tendencies toward physical acting out as 
against intellectualization or symbolic expression, freedom and spon- 
taneity of expression as against restraint or constriction. 

Modes of conative functioning. Whatever the content of goals, the 
ways of striving for these goals may take on distinctive character. We 
must be better able to isolate patterns such as the passive-accommodative 
versus the assertive-striving pattern. Stern, Stein, and Bloom [67] include 
as guides several dimensions we might study under this heading, namely, 
the concern with order; the conjunctivity and disjunctivity dimension, 
which involves mainly coordination and integration of activity; and the 
quality of deliberation, including caution and hesitancy in behavior. 

Modes of cognitive functioning. We have already noted the close 
connection between such traits as rigidity of perception and intolerance 
of ambiguity in the racially and religiously prejudiced. Further study of 
patterns such as the balance of endo- and exocathection, of extra- and 
intraception, and of projectivity and objectivity would clearly be of value. 

With each of these dimensions and qualities, our need is, of course, 
not only for further study and understanding, but also for tests, For 
purposes of sociological study in particular, we need tests which have 
been shown to be clinically valid and yet can be easily and simply admin- 
istered. Preferably, they should be in something like questionnaire form, 
to be scored in a routine method by semiunskilled help, and they should 


necessarily using those instruments, This is undoubtedly a tall order, but 
recent developments indicate it is certainly not beyond our capacity. In 
any event, until such tests are available, we can expect only very limited 
application of psychological variables in sociological analysis, 


Applications of the Special Psychologies 


: Our examination of the fields of learning, cognition, and perception 
did not yield many suggestions for direct application to sociology except 
through a link with personality. Nevertheless, it seems difficult to believe 
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that the situation must remain thus. We are in need of further pioneering 
efforts, such as that by Miller and Dollard [51], seeking to apply the gen- 
eral principles developed in these fields to problems of social analysis. 
How successful such efforts can be will depend in part on the extent to 
which research in these special fields of psychology is designed from 
the beginning with some attention to the possible use of the findings in 
sociological analysis. This requires of sociologists that they restate their 
problems in terms amenable to treatment by those working on perception, 
cognition, and learning. Although past experience suggests we should not 
be too sanguine about bringing the psychology of learning, perception, 
and cognition to bear on sociology, we should certainly continue efforts 
in that direction. 


We are on the verge of substantial progress in articulating sociology 
and personality psychology. We may anticipate, in the next two decades, 
the development of increased clinical understanding of many qualities of 
personality which are of maximum importance in the individual’s social 
functioning. Increased knowledge of the child rearing patterns which pro- 
duce given traits and of the social environments which seem to induce the 
use of different child rearing techniques may be expected. More character 
traits will become measurable through the development of simple, easily 
scored, yet valid and reliable psychological tests. As this goal is attained, 
the psychological “mapping” or “census” of major subgroups and total 
societal populations will become feasible and actual. When this is ac- 
complished, the sociologist will be able—indeed, will be required—to 
build into his analyses not only such traditional sociological variables as the 
degree of social integration or cohesion, the freedom of communication, 
and the rigidity of stratification, but also a series of psychological varia- 
bles. Along with the distribution of income or power, he will be able and 
required to consider the strength and distribution of needs for achieve- 
ment, of tendencies toward projection, and of resentment of authority. 
Although this attainment will not mean the end of either sociology or 
psychology as separate disciplines, it will usher in an era of distinctively 
new approaches to and advances in the analysis of some of the tradition- 
ally most important and difficult problems of sociological research, 
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INTRODUCTION 


Contacts between anthropology and psychology have sometimes oc- 
curred in areas peripheral to the major problems of the two disciplines. 
There have been recent convergences, however, in fields of growing im- 


selves to the world around them; this concern is manifested in separate 
attacks on similar problems. These convergences have been chosen as the 
focus of this discussion, and selected examples of recent writing in the 


colleagues at Reed College and the suggestions of Profs, Roger Brown, Jerome S. 
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two disciplines are examined. The potential contribution of anthropology 
to research in perception and cognition is considered; methodological 
contributions from psychology are emphasized as an aid to various new 
types of anthropological research. Since there are major differences be- 
tween the disciplines, it will be necessary to explore each and establish a 
basis for the examination of interrelationships. 


FIELDS OF ANTHROPOLOGY 


Anthropology is a federation of subdisciplines that have a common 
interest in the study of human beings. Like many other disciplines, 
anthropology is both a body of knowledge and an orientation and 
methodology directed toward the phenomena it studies. Shifts between 
these definitions of the discipline, which usually remain implicit, are a 
cause of confusion to anthropologists and others. A corollary is the 
frequent confusion between descriptive categories and explanatory 
categories. 

The bodies of knowledge that comprise anthropology may appear 
rather diverse. Certainly these subdisciplines—archeology or prehistory, 
physical anthropology, linguistics, and cultural or social anthropology— 
are not of equal relevance to this paper. Although indirect connections 
can be made between psychology and archeology/prehistory, it is not 
practical to explore them here. Physical anthropology, being concerned 
with primate (including human) biology, has many areas of overlapping 
contact with psychology, particularly in the comparative and experi- 
mental fields (Hallowell’s article in this volume is germane to certain of 
the preceding relationships; a paper by Geertz [48], is also relevant). 

Linguistics—in contrast to the teaching of foreign languages and 
literatures—is, on the one hand, a subdiscipline of anthropology; on the 
other, it is a separate field with a unity of its own. Like prehistory, 
linguistics is one of the sociocultural fields of anthropology. Because of its 
growing importance to certain aspects of psychology, the methodology of 
linguistic research will be discussed in this paper. The area which is prob- 
ably most familiar to psychologists is cultural anthropology. Many 
anthropologists with a strong interest in social structure speak of “social 
rather than “cultural” anthropology. Social anthropologists are somewhat 
more likely to emphasize theoretical rather than descriptive aspects of the 
discipline. 

For a number of institutional reasons, the subdisciplines of anthro- 
pology do not correspond to the fields of psychology. While there are 
convergences in interest, they occur in somewhat different contexts in 
psychology and in anthropology. The study of personality comes closest 
to being an exception since it has formed the principal area for investiga- 
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tion for certain representatives of both disciplines. In contrast, neither 
the study of perception nor of cognition has begun to approach the 
status of being a subdiscipline of anthropology, and there are no anthro- 
pologists whose exclusive interests during any extended period have been 
in these areas, Consequently, it is necessary to search among a variety of 
anthropological activities and to remove from context research findings 
and theoretical constructs which are relevant to perception or cognition, 

Because of special training, certain men who were or later became 
anthropologists have conducted studies, especially on perception among 
non-European peoples, which more or less approximated psychological 
research. A classic example is the work on perception done as part of the 
Anthropological Expedition to Torres Straits (and New Guinea) just 
before the turn of the century, On the initiative of Haddon [56] and, 
under his direction, Rivers, Seligman, Myers, and McDougall studied 
vision, hearing, smell, taste, “cutaneous sensations,” and “muscular 
sense,” as well as various phenomena not related to sensation and percep- 
tion. Of these men, the first three are now known as anthropologists and 
the last two as psychologists. Unfortunately, Bartlett [7], who later ex- 
po relationships between culture and memory and perception, has 

little read by anthropologists [cf. Barnett, 6). 

In Germany, even before Wundt, there was an interest in compara- 
tive (i.c,, cross-cultural) human psychology; work in this area came to be 
known as “ t” “folk psychology,” or “race psychology” 
[129, pp. 6-9]. In addition to theoretical writings about “primitive 
mentality,” the movement stimulated field research comparable to that 
done in Torres Straits by such men as Thurnwald [discussed in 60, pp: 
182-183]. These German developments have never been well known to 
British and American anthropologists and have had only an indirect in- 
fluence on them. 


essary. Under any circumstance, both are being considered in a broad, 
rather than a restricted, sense. 

The work of Hallowell deserves early mention, He, for one, has writ- 
ten from an extensive background in both psychology and anthropology. 
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In addition to a general paper, “Cultural Factors in the Structuralization 
of Perception” [59], he has published more specific papers on temporal 
orientation, spatial orientation, and psychological aspects of measure- 
ment. His papers on the self are among the selections which can be con- 
sidered relevant to perception and/or cognition in his collected essays 
[61]. Hallowell’s papers have rich illustrative material from the Salteaux 
and northern Ojibwa and often use our own culture as an outside point 
of reference for comparison, In contrast to many anthropologists who 
write on similar topics, Hallowell views his material as relating to the 
psychology of the people he is discussing. 

While projective tests are customarily regarded as instruments for the 
study of personality, responses to them clearly involve perception. An 
illustrative problem is this: Do such instruments involve projections from 
an assumed culture-free base of drives and defense mechanisms, or do 
they reflect learned perceptual organization and hence cultural regu- 
larities? Dennis, a psychologist with cross-cultural interests, has argued 
that control over the perceptual aspects of the testing procedure is a 
necessary preliminary to the assessment of the tests (37, pp. 154-158]. 
His paper and one which discusses comparable issues by Hallowell [63], 
provide an introduction to problems raised in the comparative use of the 
Rorschach test, the projective technique most frequently employed with 
members of other societies, 

Cultural differences in Rorschach responses and a host of anthropo- 
logical research findings with implications for perception and cognition 
are discussed by Kluckhohn in the Handbook of Social Psychology (77, 
pp. 931-940]. His chapter can provide the reader with a guide to recent 
work on the way other peoples handle space, time, color, closure, and 
beauty; he includes “cultural factory” in remembering and forgetting. 
Since much of the research cited was undertaken as part of general stud- 
ies of particular cultures, Kluckhohn's survey could have been length- 
ened, had he so desired, by increasing the number of ethnographic 
accounts examined. The uncovering of scattered papers on additional 
topics, for example, Zborowski’s “Cultural Components in Responses to 
Pain” [137], would have served only to reinforce Kluckhohn’s impressive 
picture of the liveliness and diversity of recent research. 

Before leaving Kluckhohn’s paper, it should be mentioned that the 
topics above were all classified as applicable to perception, while almost 
all of his discussion of cognition (as well as parts of that on perception) 
was devoted to the relationship between language and thought. Included 
is a consideration of the hypotheses often attributed to Whorf, which 
have been variously phrased as the influence on, or the determination of, 
thought by language [10]. The hypotheses have several names (eg. 
Sapir-Whorf, Whorf-Lee) in recognition of the numerous people who 
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have formulated or considered them. A reasonably full name would be 
the Humboldt-Boas-Cassirer-Sapir-Whorf-Lee hypotheses. The issues 
raised when one considers the relationship between language and the 
rest of behavior are complex, and there have been a number of general 
discussions of them [17, 40, 70, 71, 91, 105, 115). Fortunately, teams 
of psychologists and anthropologists, such as Lenneberg, Brown, and 
Roberts, have devised methods for testing specific hypotheses in this area 
[20, 87, 88]. Similar work in the American Southwest under the director- 
ship of Carroll has been yielding reports [30, 31, 83], as has research in 
the Netherlands [124, 125]. Language is sufficiently crucial to the issues 
being considered in this paper to be introduced more than once in the 
pages that follow. 

We have not yet exhausted the rubrics under which anthropologists 
have considered relevant topics. A people’s knowledge or beliefs about 
the structures and processes of the universe has been receiving increas- 
ingly systematic attention by such anthropologists as Conklin [33; 34]; 
Frake [43], and French [46] under the name “ethnoscience.” An effort 
is being made in such well-established research areas as ethnobotany and 
ethnozoology to discover implicit as well as explicit native categories. 
These categories have their implications for cognition and perception, as 
have some of those discovered in research under the rubrics of “cosmol- 
ogy,” “world view,” “ethos,” and the like [e.g., Forde, 41, Redfield, 112, 
and Honigmann, 72]. The same holds true for research in the area of 
values [1], for example, the research undertaken with Harvard sponsor- 
ship by Vogt [126, 127] and others, Lee’s writings [85] could be classed 
under more than one of the above headings, 

In a consideration of cross-cultural study in these areas, reference 
Should be made to similar research and writing which constitutes part of 
the field called the “sociology of knowledge.” Durkheim and Weber have 
stimulated a steady trickle of books and papers that describe the ideas of 
various non-European peoples and, in addition, attempt to find determi- 
nants for those ideas in social structure and activity. Possibly Sorokin’s 
discussion of time, Space, and causality [120] will come to be judged 
more important than the longer works concerned with his general sys- 
tem. Eisenstadt should be mentioned as dealing provocatively with the 
perception of space and time [38]. It is sometimes difficult to decide 
whether sociology or anthropology is the “proper” home for these inter- 
ests, Scattered through the writings of British social anthropologists and 
others who were influenced by Durkheim are papers which relate ideas 
to social structures and processes [e.g., 136]. 

During recent years, anthropologists have been using the term “per- 
ception” to label certain new and traditional research topics [e.g., 51]. 
This is even more true of “cognition” and “cognitive,” which are in- 
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creasingly being employed to designate anthropological interests relevant 
to this paper. For example, a symposium on cognitive structures was 
organized for the 1959 annual meeting of the American Anthropological 
Association. The diversity of topics was impressive. They included situa- 
tional determinants in the use of kinship concepts, equivalence structures, 
cognitive processes in Micronesian navigation, and relationships between 
house structures, beliefs about children, and child rearing practices. In 
his discussion of the papers, Kluckhohn discussed cognition as the com- 
mon theme and cited ethnoscience as an additional field of special rele- 
vance. The papers are being published separately [e.g., Fischer's on the 
social determinants of art styles, 39]. During 1960-1961, a series of 
papers on cognition were read before the Anthropological Society of 
Washington; the contributions by Frake [44] and others are scheduled 
for later publication. For the 1960 meeting of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science, a joint anthropology-psychology sym- 
posium on language and cognition was arranged, with Lenneberg, Fish- 
man, Vera John, and Dorothy Lee as participants. A final example is 
Hymes’s use of the phrase “cognitive style” in describing various types of 
patterning in languages [73]. His discussion ranges through grammar 
and lexicon and makes diverse linguistic phenomena more accessible to 
study by psychologists. 

Shifts in terminology may be of little importance in themselves, and 
not all studies labeled “cognitive” by anthropologists would be of interest 
to cognitive psychologists. Of greater consequence than terminology 
alone are the analytic (not experimental) techniques developed by such 
men as Conklin [35, 36], Frake [43, 44], Goodenough [54], Lounsbury 
[92], and Wallace and Atkins [128] for the precise delineation of the 
concepts shared by a people in particular modalities of behavior. A 
framework for certain types of cognitive studies is thus provided. Exam- 
ples will be presented of work in such areas as color, disease, and kinship 
concepts. aay 

This hasty survey is intended to suggest some anthropological activi- 
ties of immediate or potential relevance to the study of perception and 
cognition. The lack of formal coherence is a reflection of the fact that 
anthropology as a discipline does not group these topics and methods 
under a single heading. When they are so grouped, a high degree of 
overlap among them becomes evident. i 

The nature of the limits to the anthropological activities, which are 
of potential relevance to perception /cognition, is difficult—if not now im- 
possible—to determine. One could even argue that a people’s perception 
of the articles they manufacture—studied by anthropologists under the 
heading “material culture”—is of importance in their perception of other 
objects, whether manufactured or not, For example, Hallowell recounts 
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a story that illustrates how difficult it is for us to perceive certain north- 
erly stars except as organized in a form that is dipper-shaped [59, pp. 
171-172]. Regardless of the problem of setting limits, it is nevertheless 
possible to say that certain aspects of sociocultural activity studied by 
anthropologists are more likely than other aspects to be relevant to per- 
ception and cognition. The form the relevance takes is to be discussed in 
due course, but the nature of some of the concepts in anthropology and 
psychology must be discussed first. 


CULTURE AND THE ANALYSIS OF BEHAVIORAL REGULARITY 


Most anthropological studies are idiographic, i.e., descriptive or 
particularistic, rather than nomothelic, i.e., generalizing and intended to 
establish the relationship between independent and dependent variables 
(109; pp. 1-3; 119, pp. 45-47]. In the editorial discussion outline for 
the present study, a useful distinction has been made between (1) sys- 
tematic variables, which are related to the construct language of a 
theoretical system, and (2) empirical variables, which are factors that 
vary or are varied in a specific research situation, Unfortunately, anthro- 
pologists rarely make such distinctions, Furthermore, since they seldom 
experiment, their variables, at least their empirical variables, cannot be 
specified in the same sense that they often can be within psychological 
rescarch. Many of the methods of anthropologists—for example, i 
interviewing of informants—more closely resemble the methods of clinical 
than of experimental psychology. 

Variables can be discussed on a more general level, however. A 
Propesition that has been found useful again and again in a variety of 
ways is this: Culture is one of the major determinants of human behavior. 
Commonly, even biological “factors” in human behavior are culture- 
mediated [77, pp. 921-923]; for example, different peoples define ill- 
nesses and treatments differently [cf, 43]. It follows that as aspects of 
culture vary, there will be variation in behavior. Since the relationship 
between culture and concrete behavior is a complex one, and since the 
patterns that constitute culture are differentially available from situation 
to situation, a one-to-one correspondence between variation in the culture 
of a people and the behavior of all the persons constituting the group is 
too simple a formulation, 

A minimal definition of culture related to that arrived at by Kroeber 
and Kluckhohn [82, Pp. 181) is this: Culture consists of learned patterns 
of and for behavior. Patterning indicates that regularities in human 
behavior are involved. If such an approach reflected common usage 
among anthropologists more closely, it would be convenient to think of 
culture in terms of the high probability of the reappearance in the same 
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person and in separate persons of certain learned behavioral character- 
istics. The focus of attention is upon the matrixes of interpersonal be- 
havior. Much of culture consists of shared symbols (some writers assert 
that all of it does); these are of significance in the learning of culture. 
The term “symbol” connotes awareness, however, and we are unaware 
of many of the cultural regularities we learn, share, and transmit. 

It is important to note that there is great variation in the scope of the 
systems which comprise any culture. For example, probably all cultures 
have patterns of expectations as well as patterns of performance regard- 
ing the stages or course of life of a person; Shakespeare [118, pp. 260- 
261] offers data on one such pattern. There can even be expectations as 
to the “normal growth curve” for a dynasty or a civilization. At the other 
extreme, there are systems or regularities of much less scope, though per- 
haps of great frequency, in a society; examples are conventions in punctu- 
ation, pointing with an index finger, and the American custom of 
wrapping objects in paper, as opposed to the cloth that is used in certain 
parts of the world. 

Because of problems which will be explored later, attention should 
be called to the fact that cultural regularities are constantly being com- 
bined with each other. When these combinations have marked saliency 
and a high probability of being transmitted to others we call them in- 
ventions, but the term may equally well be applied to all of the numerous 
instances of combination, not previously specified by the culture, which 
occur in everyday life. When one wraps an unfamiliar object in paper 
for the first time, this can be called an invention. Whether an invention 
not yet shared with another person is part of culture or not is a problem 
that need not be discussed here; at least culture is a constituent of the 
invention process. 

It may not always be clear why anthropologists bring up culture so 
often, A psychologist, M. Brewster Smith, raises this question and suggests 
an answer: 


Is is important to note that culture is a concept, not a theory. The term 
itself embodies no articulated propositions from which consequences can be 
drawn and put to test. It asserts nothing about reality. The Psychologist 
who turns to anthropology after studying his lessons in the logic of science 
may therefore show some surprise when he encounters statements about the 
importance of the concept as an anthropological contribution. 

It would be grossly unfair, of course, to view the concept of culture in 
splendid isolation. If it contains no assertions, its definition nevertheless calls 
attention to phenomena that had previously been neglected. With the con- 
cept of culture goes an orientation, if not a theory, that a very wide range of 
human phenomena is cultural in nature. The importance of the concept 
rests, then, on the host of assertions in which it occurs, to the effect that 
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phenomena x, y, z, etc. are cultural in origin, or are influenced in specific 
ways by culture. It is through facts of this latter order, together with the 
broader cultural orientation, that the concept of culture has been influential 
on psychology [119, pp. 40-41]. 


For Smith’s “x, Y, z,” one might substitute speech, motivation, and 
food preferences as examples of behavior in which culture is important. 
In such areas of human activity, analysis can demonstrate the patterning 
or systematic quality specified in the definition of culture that was given. 
The extent to which any culture as a whole constitutes a system was 
argued even before Benedict published her Patterns of Culture [9]. 
Regardless of any decision on over-all integration, anthropologists are in 
general agreement about the systematic nature of parts of culture. The 
Same agreement exists on the fact that the regularities exist prior to their 
being learned by persons who enter the society by birth or immigration. 

A common approach in the study of phenomena that are systematic 
in nature is that of structure-function analyses. Such analyses are known 
by various names—they can be called simply “structural’—but in all 
cases attention is paid to the “contribution”? that structural elements make 
to the greater structures or systems to which they belong; parts are 
understood as they relate to wholes, Such relationships are one meaning 
of the term “function”; there are alternative meanings, just as there are 
for the term “structure” [96]. Passing over the use of this method in 


Building in large part on the work of Boas, the Americans Sapir and 
Bloomfield, as well as certain Europeans, developed a structural approach 
to speech sounds called bhonemics. Sound units, called phonemes, were 
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(phones) that are uttered in speaking English. It can also be demon- 
strated that this variation displays regularities (e.g., in amount of aspira- 
tion), depending on the sounds’ relation to other sounds (e.g., whether 
they are in initial position, between vowels, or following s). When 
coupled with other criteria, the regularity in this variation helps the 
analyst to assign the various fs to the same phoneme. (In another 
language, some variants might belong to different phonemes.) “Free 
variation” in sounds also occurs, but it can be isolated or identified only 
after the above “conditioned variation” is understood. In the meantime, 
the distinctiveness of the ¢ phoneme from other phonemes—such as d 
—is established by other techniques, such as determining whether changes 
in meaning (differential meaning) accompany a substitution of one for 
the other. In summation, the range and boundaries of phonemes are 
determined by the study of the phonological features of a given language 
in relation to each other and not on the basis of an observer's assumedly 
“objective” universal phonetic alphabet. Phonemes are thus the signifi- 
cant “sounds” of a language. 

There are differences, largely minor, in the methodologies and tech- 
niques of structural linguists in regard to phonemics. The same is true in 
the study of other aspects of language, these being handled by methods 
analogous to those in phonemics. Morphemes are units of form (c.g. 
suffixes like the English -ing), and they are studied in terms of the regu- 
larities, or systematic properties, in the forms of a given language. The 
general term for such study is morphemics. (Perhaps someone has coined 
the term “morphetics” for the nonstructural approaches to speech forms, 
such as in the normative grammar traditional in our language textbooks. ) 
Linguistics has many more facets than can be mentioned here. Lounsbury 
discusses language in his contribution to this volume, and excellent intro- 
ductions, available to psychologists, are provided by Brown [17] and 
Carroll [26]. There are numerous additional writings covering special 
problems in language and psychology [e.g., 27, 98, 115]. It should be 
noted that it is still the exception, and not the rule, for the variables in 
psycholinguistic research to be established by structural techniques. 

Various linguists and anthropologists have become convinced that 
other aspects of culture can be analyzed and described by methods much 
like those of structural linguistics [cf. 77, p. 958]. A spectacular attempt 
to do so was made by Hall and Trager [58], but they unfortunately 
rooted it in arbitrary categories of biological activity rather than in the 
notion of the systematic nature of culture [cf. also 57]. Starting with 
Warm Springs Indian ceremonies as wholes, K. French was able to 
analyze them into segments which correspond to the segmentation of 
speech [47]. In the preface to a monograph on the social organization of 
Truk, W. Goodenough says: 
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The problem of rendering an ethnographic account that can be of 
practical use to administrators boils down, we feel, to trying to give the 
readers a basis for learning to operate in terms of the culture described in 
somewhat the same manner that a grammar would provide him with a basis 
for learning to speak a language. To seek to do this implies that a culture is 
as susceptible of rigorous analysis and description as is any language . . . . 
The writer feels that the recent advances in methodological and conceptual 
rigor in descriptive linguistics present a serious challenge to descriptive 
ethnography; for patterned verbal behaviors, the basic data of linguistics, 
are but one branch of patterned behaviors in general, which are the basic 
data of ethnographic analysis [53, p. 10]. 


Goodenough then proceeds in his preface to describe the type of 
structural analysis and formulation of definitions necessary to achieve 
his aims; he contrasts these aims with those of cross-cultural analysis [55]. 

A linguist, Kenneth L. Pike [107, pp. 8-28], has also been interested 
in the possibility of structural analyses of a variety of kinds of phenomena. 
He would call Goodenough’s approach an “emic” one; he compares this 
with another fundamental type of approach which is labeled “etic,” 
(He coined these terms by subtracting them from the words phonemic 
and phonetic, discussed above.) Pike identifies the emic approach as a 
structural one. The investigator assumes that human behavior is pat- 
terned, even though the members of the society being studied may not 
be aware of many of the units of the structuring. In Pike’s view, the goal 
of the emic approach is to discover and describe the behavioral system in 
its own terms, identifying not only the structural units but also the 
structural classes to which they belong. 

In contrast, an etic a 
Items of behavior are examined not in the light of the systems in which 


hey occur, but rather in that of criteria brought to bear on them by the 
bserver. The observer classifies all comparab) 


ion began. Among the common types of etic studies are those in which 
he behavioral data are ordered in terms of 


he use of degrees centigrade in studying the perception of heat. 
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habits, and/or other relevant aspects of that particular culture would 
involve an emic approach; (2) a comparative survey of weaning prac- 
tices which used universalistic principles of biological maturation would 
be etic. 

Psychologists and anthropologists are among those who use both etic 
and emic approaches. Many of the emic approaches employed by psy- 
chologists involve part-whole relationships within biological rather than 
cultural systems. Neither psychologists nor anthropologists have been 
consistently aware of the distinction between these approaches nor sensi- 
tive to their disparate implications. 

Anthropologists have written hundreds of monographs and papers 
approaching their subject matter emically but employing lax, as opposed 
to rigorous or strict, methods and techniques of analysis. Malinowski’s 
Trobriand monographs [e.g., 95], excluding the generalizing sections, and 
Benedict’s descriptive writings [e.g., 9, chaps. 4-6] are familiar examples. 
Among the more rigorous emic analyses are those by writers who had 
linguistic analysis in mind as a model. 

Aspects of culture other than language and social organization are 
being subjected to rigorous emic analysis. While gesture is sometimes 
regarded as “natural” or “spontaneous” in human beings [132, p. 6], 
anthropologists, observant travelers, and many others have long known 
that gestural patterns are customary and vary from society to society 
[ef. 77, pp. 930-931, 940-941; 116]. Birdwhistell [13] has been working 
out techniques for the emic analysis of gestural systems. Etic analyses are 
also possible, of course [cf. 69]. Music can also be analyzed in terms of 
systems and part-whole relationships. Kolinski [79, 80] and other ethno- 
musicologists are in the process of evolving methods and specific tech- 
niques which will permit more adequate emic analyses of musical systems. 

Folklore, in the sense of oral literature, is being subjected to emic 
analysis by such writers as Jacobs [74], who has not, however, employed 
structural linguistics as his model. The formal analyses of folk tales and 
myths by Propp [108] and Lévi-Strauss [90] are called “structural,” but 
they are not emically so in that they do not limit themselves to the ver- 
sions of a single group at a single time. 

Emic analyses of kinship systems have long been undertaken, and 
these have been sufficiently useful and rigorous to constitute something 
of a “showpiece” in anthropology. Certain recent developments in kin- 
ship analysis deserve special attention because they not only exemplify 
emic analysis, but they have a potentially close relationship with studies 
of cognition. In 1956 Lounsbury [92] and Goodenough [54] published 
a pair of papers, differing in details of technique, employing types of 
componential analysis to determine the semantic distinctions made in 
kinship terminologies. Romney and Epling [114] and Frake [42] have 
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similar intentions but do not use abbreviated notational systems to indi- 
cate conceptual dimensions and distinctions in the kinship systems they 
analyze. Wallace and Atkins have surveyed some of the published and 
unpublished papers in this area and have discussed the assumptions, 
procedures, difficulties, and utility of the approach. It is of interest that 
they assert [128, p. 79] that semantic analyses such as these are concerned 
primarily with “cognitive Processes in culturally organized behavior,” 
rather than with such familiar anthropological topics as linguistics, per- 
sonality, or social structure or culture as such. 

Among other recent semantic studies by anthropologists, linguists, 
and psychologists are papers on the structure of pronoun systems by 
Austerlitz [5] and McKaughan [94]. Brown and Gilman [19] study the 
semantic dimensions of second-person pronouns in European languages 
and relate their analyses to sociocultural characteristics of speakers. When 
Frake undertook the study of certain disease concepts of a Philippine 
people [43], one of the many problems he faced was determining the level 
of contrast on which a concept existed; his procedures are being adopted 
by others. Haugen has written an excellent paper [64] interpreting 
Icelandic directional concepts in terms of areas of settlement and modes 
of travel. Lounsbury [93, pp. 192-193] uses the term “structural 
semantics” for the types of studies discussed above, including those on 
kinship. Other useful papers on semantic analysis include those by Nida 
[103] and Ohman [104]. 

While these studies have been selected as being essentially emic, as 
previously defined, some of the papers in this area include purely formal 
analyses by the observer. Even the most conscientious attempts to analyze 
and portray significant semantic dimensions and categories emically 
yield results which have an ambiguous relationship to the behavior of the 
actors (or subjects, or informants). In other words, the results are best 
viewed as models and display the familiar strengths and weaknesses of 
models. Methodological problems of this general nature are included in 
the Wallace and Atkins paper [128]. 

Despite the importance of structural linguistics, it is not the only 
source for the methodology of emic studies, Biological taxonomics, formal 
logic, and various behavioral science fields have played a part [cf. 128, 
P- 60]. At the same time it should be clear that not all of the recent 
anthropological work on the topics discussed in this section are emic in 
approach. Some unpublished work in ethnoscience will illustrate another 
possibility. The author showed an identical series of familiar and un- 
familiar plant specimens to Chinookan Indian, Sahaptin Indian, and 
Euro-American informants. The members of all the groups attempted to 
identify as many of the plants as possible. Most of the Chinookans said 
nothing at all about the plants they could not identify. The Sahaptins 
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and the Euro-Americans likened the unknown plants to other plants, or 
to plant names, on the basis of similarities. Although the Euro-Americans 
had had no botanical training, they were the only group who attempted 
to any significant extent, to classify the plants by placing them in overt 
(mainly ad hoc) taxonomic categories. The author has been endeavoring 
to interpret these differences in ecological terms. Although he has also 
undertaken emic analyses of data from these Indians, this study is etic; 
it is comparative and does not attempt to delineate conceptual structure 
in the culture of a particular group. 

Before turning to psychology, which has consistently stressed scientific 
objectives, it should be pointed out that an emphasis on emic analyses is 
consistent with the traditional anthropological interest in describing as 
much as possible of the way of life of each group of people studied. While 
anthropologists hope that some of their work is adequate in terms of any 
criteria for natural science, they are reluctant to bar from the field the 
well-established research in the natural history of man. This appreciation 
for extensive ethnographic accounts extends even to those British social 
anthropologists who are oriented toward nomothetic studies and whose 
own field research is limited to certain aspects of behavior. An increasing 
number of Americans now agree with Steward [122] and the social 
anthropologists that generalizing or nomothetic objectives should receive 
more emphasis. Many would also agree that the following sequence of 
stages represents an ideal for many kinds of problems not only in anthro- 
pology, but for certain problems in such disciplines as sociology and psy- 
chology: (1) an initial etic approach using established categories; (2) an 
emic organization of the data; and (3) a well-considered etic approach 
(employing a meta-language) which preserves the insights gained from 
the emic analysis. 


PERCEPTION, COGNITION, AND SOME VARIABLES USED IN 
STUDYING THEM 


It would not be appropriate here to summarize recent psychological 
literature on perception and cognition, or to attempt in a comprehensive 
way to outline the concepts, methods, techniques, problems, and sub- 
divisions of the fields. Psychology is well supplied—far better than 
anthropoloey— with reference guides and summary articles. For example, 
two publications by Allport [2] and Scheerer [117] are recent enough 
and comprehensive enough so that there is little an anthropologist could 
add. Two other quite recent works by Boring [16] and Leeper [86] 
discuss the place of perception and cognition in experimental psychology, 
as do many of the essays in Study I and Study II of Psychology: a Study 
of a Science. 
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The present state of such disciplines as anthropology and psychology 
is sufficiently dynamic so that a majority of the technical terms do not 
have fixed, or generally accepted, definitions. Properly enough, terms 
are defined as they relate to the theoretical systems or to the logic of 
particular problems and writings at hand. It follows that neither “per- 
ception” nor “cognition” could be said to have a meaning, since they 
have multiple meanings. Yet it seems that psychologists of differing 
persuasions can discuss such topics as perception and cognition in ordinary 
conversation with only occasional resort to questions of definition. This 
Suggests that such terms are meaningful after all, but that they refer, un- 
less specifically defined, to disjunctive rather than conjunctive concepts 
(cf. Bruner et al., 25, pp. 41-45]. The various meanings of “perception,” 
for example, lack a common denominator; each selects a pattern of 
meaning elements from a large array. 

We have now made a beginning toward an ostensive definition of cog- 
nition and perception by implying that this paper is concerned with the 
range of phenomena that have been customarily discussed under these 
terms. Useful substantive definitions would then necessarily need to be 
broad ones, and, even so, they would not cover all the facets of current 
usage. With these cautions in mind, perception can be defined as the 
processes of immediate experience in organisms. This links perception 
with sensation; such primitive terms as “seeing,” “tasting,” and “feeling” 
are refinable into perceptual processes. As experience becomes less im- 
mediate, and the amount of inference by the organism increases, processes 
of cognition have become involved. Among the primitive terms here are 
“knowing” and “thinking.” (More inferences by the observer, inciden- 
tally, are needed in studying cognition than perception.) A relationship 
between perception and cognition was suggested by the definitional ap- 
proach that was taken. In the rest of the paper, however, it has been 
convenient to write about them as if they were distinct processes or groups 
of processes. An anthropologist lacks the experience to have an en- 
lightened opinion on such vexing questions as the primacy or distinctness 
of such processes. 

In isolating variables in the study of perception, psychologists were 
long divided between nativist and empiricist positions [2, pp. 86-89, 
299-303]. After the defeat of the most naive of the nativists, further 
attacks on American empiricism took the form of criticisms of the 
mechanistic and atomistic tendencies which accompanied it. Gestalt 
psychology and related approaches, which together have been labeled 
“organismic” or “organic” [3, pp. ix-x], came to represent the nativist 
position in the sense that they interpreted perceptual acts in the light of 
“central states.” Gestaltists saw these states as reflections of the structure 
or organization of the brain [78, PP- 93-67]. Their emphasis on organiza- 
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tion in general and on the importance of understanding parts in terms 
of wholes is also worth mentioning here because of certain parallels with 
anthropology. 

In regard to nonorganismic approaches to perception, there is a point 
relevant to positions taken by anthropologists that should be made. In 
varying the stimulus conditions in experiments, it once was common for 
empirically oriented psychologists to make objective, physical, etic dis- 
tinctions; for example, in the study of visual or auditory perception, the 
wavelength of light or sound was varied in a regular manner as if an 
experiment in physics were under way. Subsequently, the use of psycho- 
physical units (rather than physical units), which are related to the 
organism as a system, was guided by thinking that could be classified as 
emic. Modern psychology uses similar emic approaches in countless 
ways, especially in such fields as experimental esthetics and the design of 
personality tests. Etic distinctions are still frequently made, legitimately 
or illegitimately, but their role in psychology has shifted. 

The usefulness of the concept of cognition has been much more con- 
troversial than that of perception. With Tolman as a conspicuous excep- 
tion, a great many American psychologists have not felt that they could 
reconcile the study of cognition with their definition of rigorous method- 
ology. Those who do discuss cognition are not a homogeneous group; the 
term was once relatively common property in psychology and is subject 
to revival [86, p. 736] in disparate contexts. Many, but not all, of the 
cognitive theorists of greatest relevance to this paper have been rather 
strongly influenced by gestalt psychology. It should he mentioned that 
those who discuss cognition commonly extend the scope of cognitive 
processes to include various phenomena, such as aspects of perception or 
learning [86, p. 739], handled by other psychologists under other head- 
ings, 

While experimental studies of cognitive processes are often classified 
into two types—those on problem solving and those on concept formation 
—it should be noted that the distinction is not always easy to maintain, 
Leeper [86, pp. 739-755] discusses three types of concept formation : in- 
ductive, deductive, and inventive. Inventive concept formation, which is 
discussed in other terms by Bartlett [8], is especially relevant to this paper 
and will be mentioned again. 

The distinction between abstract and concrete thought has been of 
great importance in cognitive theory. This dimension, whether viewed as 
a continuum or a dichotomy, has served as a point of reference even for 
those who use somewhat different terminology [cf. 67, pp- 211-212]. 
Developmental or genetic psychologists associate concrete thought with 
“primitive” levels of development. “Primitive” and “advanced are 
logical rather than chronological stages of development in the writings of 
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Werner, despite the fact that he uses the behavior of children as well as 
nonliterate peoples to exemplify primitive cognitive structures. Along 
with such men as Goldstein, Kasanin, and Arieti [4, pp. 26-27] he also 
classifies certain kinds of pathological thinking, especially among schizo- 
phrenics, as “primitive” [129, pp. 330-336]. Werner regards an increase 
in differentiation and hierarchic organization as the fundamental law of 
development. In his analysis of stages, he employs not only the concrete- 
abstract distinction, but also the following paired terms: (1) syncretic- 
discrete, (2) diffuse-articulated, (3) indefinite-definite, (4) rigid-flexible, 
(5) labile-stable. It is not necessary to define these terms except for 
several of them to be used later. Syncretic refers to a failure to separate 
phenomena which are normally distinct; rigid behavior does not vary 
when variability is appropriate; labile behavior is fluid, as exemplified in 
the distractability of children. Scheerer (117, pp. 132-137] provides a 
sympathetic summary of Werner’s system and suggest parallels with that 
of Piaget. 

Leaving developmental psychology, reference should be made to 
codability, a concept used sometimes as a systematic and sometimes as an 
empirical variable. It is a measure of the efficiency or ease with which a 
concept or a sensory experience may be transmitted in a given language 
code [cf. 88, p. 20]. Subsequently there will be discussion of the measure- 
ment of codability, and it will be related to availability, which refers to 
the ease with which subjects can employ a concept, e.g., in nonlinguistic 
judgments of equivalence and difference [cf. 20, pp. 454-456, 460]. 


PSYCHOLOGY-ANTHROPOLOGY INTERRELATIONSHIPS 


, Before discussing the specific interrelationships with which this paper 
is principally concerned, it seems worthwhile to touch upon some of the 
other connections between psychology and anthropology. Several ex- 
cellent papers dealing with the general relationships between the dis- 
ciplines have appeared in recent years [60, 77, 119]. Instead of a broad 
discussion, therefore, only a few selected points will be made here. 

As was implied previously, certain anthropologists and personality 
psychologists have become familiar with each other’s findings. In under- 
standing this, it must be recognized that personality theory is one of the 
least systematic of the fields in either discipline. In fields in which there 
has been more satisfying substantive work, this convergence has not oc- 
curred. To illustrate, specialists in the classical fields of psychology (such 
as learning) have been less likely to feel that there is a necessity for them 
to explore thoroughly some aspects of another behavioral science 
discipline. Their explorations have been mainly in the biological and 
physical sciences, 
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Fewer anthropologists are using personality to “account for” certain 
of their data than during the decade 1940-1950. There were then overly 
optimistic hopes that neo-Freudian approaches would solve many prob- 
lems. Perhaps there is now a growing realization that personality is after 
all a concept—a human artifact—rather than an objective entity that has 
existed throughout the history of man. As a concept it is indeed an entity, 
a cultural one, with a broad base in our everyday thinking about our- 
selves. This indicates nothing about the utility of personality formulations 
in behavioral science research, and anthropologists—like psychologists— 
are not in agreement regarding this utility. At the moment, a sizable 
group of anthropologists use personality formulations, others use alterna- 
tive psychological and sociocultural approaches, and still others are con- 
cerned with problems in which these choices do not arise. The percent- 
ages will shift with the emergence of new problems and with develop- 
ments in research and theory. The issues in this area are difficult and 
have been discussed many times—for example, by the writers cited 
above—and they will need to be discussed again in the future. 

Clinical psychologists, psychiatrists, and psychoanalysts have some- 
times paid attention to the writings of anthropologists, and an influence 
in the other direction has strongly affected certain anthropologists. To a 
certain extent this is due to a shared interest in human pathology; 
theoretical questions involving general culture-personality interrelation- 
ships, however, have been more significant common interests. It has also 
been suggested that the mutual attraction here is based in part on the 
similarity in methodology [cf. 77, p- 964], for example, case studies, the 
use of a temporal dimension, and a qualitative exploration of the char- 
acteristics of the material being studied. h 

Reference has already been made to interests common to comparative 
and physiological psychology and physical anthropology. Anthropologists 
are writing on the evolution of human behavior; any increased anthropo- 
logical interest in physiology should lead to additional convergences. 

Learning is a central concept in anthropology as well as in most 
American psychology. Implicit or explicit in all definitions of culture is 
the idea that learned and transmissible behavior is involved. It is obvious, 
however, that the emphasis is completely different in the two fields: 
anthropologists lack the training to study the processes and mechanisms 
of learning in an intensive way. Instead, they take them for granted or 
consciously leave them for psychologists to study. With rare exceptions 
[e.g., 133], the concern of anthropologists is with what is learned, not 
how. 

The problem of avoiding subjectivity, which has so long concerned 
behaviorists is, strangely enough, not as acute in anthropology as might 
be supposed, considering some of the kinds of subject matter in which 
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anthropologists are interested. While there are, indeed, unintended 
lapses into subjectivity, ethnographic writing has been so overwhelm- 
ingly concerned with what people do, and so little concerned with what 
they “really think” that the question of avoiding “mentalism” has not 
arisen as an important problem. Even ethnographic writings purporting 
to deal with the intellectual life of nonliterate peoples consist typically of 
records of verbal accounts by informants, with only an occasional passage 
suggesting that these accounts refer to processes and structures within the 
“minds” of the people being studied. This does not mean that the aver- 
age cultural anthropologist can claim credit for avoiding mentalistic state- 
ments; the point is not that he remembers to avoid them, but rather that 
usually the subject matter and research aims make them unnecessary. 

Certain anthropologists are explicitly behavioristic in their writings; 
one textbook is based essentially on this position [32]. The compatibility 
of behaviorism with cultural formulations is illustrated by the use of be- 
havioristic strictures in the methodology of structural linguistics. Bloom- 
field [14, 15] and the linguists (in anthopology or not) who have fol- 
lowed him most closely have based their study of language on verbal 
behavior. They have studied the formal patterns or regularities in speech; 
questions of meaning have been handled gingerly, with some linguists 
attempting to exclude them entirely. Such a categorical exclusion, how- 
ever, minimizes the opportunities to explore many of the kinds of ques- 
tions which are relevant to this paper (e.g., cross-cultural differences in 
semantic structuring). 

In general, anthropologists have no grounds for conflict with ex- 
perimental psychologists, including those who use stimulus-response 
formulations. Fortunately or unfortunately, the problems in the two fields 
rarely overlap. 

Many of the connections between anthropology and social psychology 
are too obvious to require discussion. However, recent work on “social 
perception” or “perception of persons” should be mentioned because of 
its potential importance to the two fields [24]. Its relevance to anthro- 
pology has been explored in at least one recent article (51). 


CULTURE IN RELATION TO PERCEPTION AND COGNITION 


Earlier in this paper, various modalities of anthropological research 
were discussed, and the assertion was made that they were relevant to the 
study of perception and cognition. The relationship between cultural 
categories and cognitive categorization is not difficult to demonstrate. 
The relationship between culture and perception is another matter; many 
traditional approaches in psychology and anthropology fail to establish 
a convincing connection between these realms. The crucial question is: 
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Do people with differing cultures actually perceive differently? Theo- 
retical considerations and certain research results, even as early as the 
Torres Straits expedition [56], and especially Hallowell’s work make one 
kind of case for real differences in perception. For example, one of Hal- 
lowell’s informants perceived, i.e., heard, a cannibal giant under circum- 
stances in which a Euro-American would have perceived something 
else [59, pp. 181-184]. 

During recent years, Bruner, Postman, and others have been publish- 
ing results of experiments which provide another kind of evidence for 
cultural influence on perception [see 2, pp. 304-406 for a discussion]. 
Their approach, which has been called “directive-state theory,” employs 
variables such as value and personality—variables which coincide with 
those sometimes used by anthropologists in discussing aspects of culture. 
While there have been criticisms (21, pp. 138-140; 29, 76] (for example, 
of specific techniques), their general case for the “projective nature of 
perception” is an impressive one: Such variables as values, reward and 
punishment, “personality characteristics,’ and disturbing or threatening 
stimuli affect perception. (Note that these are not all cultural, at least in 
an obvious sense.) The effects include the speed of perception and the 
size of objects perceived. To be relevant to this discussion, a translation 
of the terminology for the independent variables is necessary. ‘The direc- 
tive-state research is often phrased in terms of “individual differences” in 
perception within our own society. The kinds of learned differences in 
values and other characteristics that are discussed, however, can also be 
viewed as subcultural differences. This means that they are cultural in 
nature and could as easily vary from society to society as they could vary 
between subsocieties or other groupings among the Euro-Americans used 
as subjects. It is an obvious suggestion that comparable research should 
be carried on cross-culturally. 

Hallowell has discussed at length the ways in which the above de- 
velopments in the study of perception can facilitate a closer rapproche- 
ment between anthropologists and psychologists. In this context he said: 


Thus the door has been thrown open to the investigation of a wide gamut 
of problems in the functional area which, on the one hand, include the 
question of the cultural constituents of perception and, on the other, idio- 
syncratic determinants rooted in the personality structure of the individual 
(59, pp. 165-166]. 


Since the time that Hallowell wrote, developments both in neuro- 
physiology and in the psychology of perception and cognition have in- 
creased the probability that cultural approaches will prove fruitful. One 
can conclude from Bruner’s discussions [22, 23] of those developments 
that the idea of “gating” or “filtering” processes during perception and 
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the renewed emphasis on central functions increase the relevance of learn- 
ing in perception. In the study of humans, almost any increase in the 
scope of learning in behavior means that new areas for the appli- 
cability of cultural approaches are opened. 

This does not mean that the roles of learning and of culture are easily 
understood. For example, Navahos leave openings in simple designs so 
that circles and other figures are often not quite complete from a White 
point of view. There is evidence that Navahos “fail to achieve closure” 
in other aspects of their culture as well. Michael [97] found, however, 
that Navaho experience with “nonclosure” did not lead them to perceive 
complete and incomplete circles in a manner that differed significantly 
from Whites in the same area. 

Tt was implied earlier that it is difficult to determine whether certain 
anthropological research relates more clearly to perception than to cogni- 
tion. The question of the relationship between these processes is best 
handled by psychologists. Anthropologists can do fruitful work in the 
emic analysis of those aspects of culture concerned with man’s structur- 
ing of the universe without deciding in precisely what field it will be most 
helpful to psychologists. One example is anthropological research on color 
categories. 

The problem of the lack of correspondence between our own names 
and categories for colors and those of other people has long been recog- 
nized. Earlier interpretations tended to be etic and thoroughly culture- 
bound. Groups who did not differentiate between blue and green in their 
verbal and other behavior were victims of “blue-green confusion.” This 
approach persists in a scattered way in contemporary writings; Werner 
[129, p. 284] cites blue-green confusion as an example of labile thinking 
among “primitives.” While on the Torres Straits expedition, Rivers ob- 
served “confusion” between colors among the natives [113, pp. 58, 69, 
et passim). His general attitude toward color names also deserves atten- 
tion, however. He had an etic interest in what the natives “really” saw, 
and this was related to his program for studying differences in color blind- 
ness. Although he made a collection of color terminology, he made every 
effort to keep the natives from using their own classification in matching 
the dyed wools he was showing them. 

After observing experiments by Jacobs for the study of color con- 
structs in American Indian languages, Ray evolved methods which were 
technically superior to those of Rivers and other early workers. For ex- 
ample, not only were the colored papers which were shown to the Indian 
informants classified in terms of hue or wavelength, but they were shown 
under carefully controlled conditions [110]. Some of Ray’s results were 
presented in a paper [111] in which he emphasized the people’s own 
terminology and indicated the boundaries between the color categories 
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by wavelength designations. His emic position caused him to deny the 
existence of blue-green confusion; he implied that we are equally guilty 
of Ba'lami-tsk’Ikwu confusion in applying the single term “yellow” to a 
spectral range which the Santiam Kalapuya differentiate. 

Conklin [35] exploited even more systematically the possibilities of an 
emic approach to a color system in his collecting of data from a Philip- 
pine group. The Hanundo system could not be understood in terms of 
our notion of color taken alone. Other aspects of culture seem to intrude 
into the system. Conklin also discovered that he needed to study colors 
in contrastive situations; otherwise there could be overlap at the “bound- 
aries” between categories. He found that two distinct levels of color 
terminology were necessary in his analysis—one general and one specific. 
It will be noted that in his conclusion he linked the Hanunödo system, or 
organization, with perception, in contrast to sensation: 


In short, we have seen that the apparent complexity of the Hanundo 
color system can be reduced at the most generalized level to four basic terms 
which are associated with lightness, darkness, wetness, and dryness. This 
intracultural analysis demonstrates that what appears to be color “confusion” 
at first may result from an inadequate knowledge of the internal structure of 
a color system and from a failure to distinguish sharply between sensory 
reception on the one hand and perceptual categorization on the other [35, 
p. 343]. 

The work of Brown, Lenneberg, and Roberts [20, 88] involves not 
only the study of color, but also several other matters of mutual concern 
to psychologists and anthropologists. The methodology of the color work 
itself was carefully considered; this led to appreciably more elaborate 
operations than any of the previous cross-cultural research, The published 
results, however, do not exhaust the possibilities for the emic analysis of 
the Zuni Indian color system. 

The concepts of codability and availability used by Brown, Lenne- 
berg, and Roberts deserve comment from an anthropological point of 
view. Culture can be regarded as including systems of categories. The 
members of a given society are aware of certain of the categories of their 
culture, but not others. Judgments of equivalence and difference are 
made in terms of the categories: judgments of equivalence refer to the 
treating of discriminably different phenomena as if they were equivalent ; 
judgments of difference refer to the limits of these categories and permit 
the exclusion of other phenomena which are discriminably different. 
Such judgments are made continually in everyday life, but they are also 
characteristic of the behavior of subjects of experiments and can be of 
Significance in the results obtained. ae 

Language is one system of cultural categorization, and it is the one 
most exploited in research. Especially in discussions of the hypotheses of 
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Whorf et al., the proposition is advanced that varying linguistic systems 
encode the phenomena to which they refer in varying manners. Similari- 
ties between this linguistic coding and nonlinguistic behavioral judgments 
of equivalence and difference have been the subject of debate; sup- 
porters of Whorf have asserted that language functions as a determinant. 
There has also been interest in what might be called the “general mode 
of perception of the universe” which is characteristic of the speakers of 
a given language. It has been suggested that those modalities of ex- 
perience which are more readily codable in a language system are more 
readily available to those utilizing this coding system. 

Psychologists concerned with linguistic codability have used the 
frequency of a word’s appearance and measures based upon this 
frequency as an indication of the codability of stimuli which are in- 
stances of the concept the word symbolizes. Brown and Lenneberg used 
a formulation based upon Zipf’s hypothesis that word length was in- 
versely proportional to the frequency of appearance; they derived from 
this the proposition that length is inversely proportional to the saliency of 
a word and the concept for which it stands (20, pp. 458-460; cf. Heid- 
breder’s use of the frequency of word appearance, 65, p. 194, as given in 
Thorndike’s Teacher's Word Book, 123, in the measurement of familiar- 
ity]. Brown and Lenneberg’s behavioral indexes of codability included 
also degree of agreement among the subjects, speed of reaction time, and 
degree to which subjects repeated themselves when naming the color at 
different times. 

The methodology and techniques employed by Lenneberg and his 
colleagues proved to have many advantages over those of their predeces- 
sors in studying the relationship between linguistic and nonlinguistic be- 
havior. For example, they were able to conclude, after experimental 
work suitable for replication, that there was a high correlation between 
case in “recognition” of colors and their linguistic codability [20, pp. 
460-462]. The codability-availability work has been further discussed by 
Brown [18, pp. 229-263]; new research is being undertaken by others 
[e.g., 124, 125]. 

Language, however, is only one part of culture, and the availability 
and codability of cultural categories may not always be reflected in it 
directly, for example, by short common words. It is customary in cross- 
cultural research on color to devalue the ad hoc terms the subject invents 
to encode phenomena for which he lacks a ready name. To illustrate, the 
ad hoc phrase “Swiss-cheese colored” is both lengthy and uncommon, 
but it is likely to communicate certain color characteristics quite reliably 
to most Americans (more so than simply “cheese-colored”). The same 
point could be made in areas other than color. We lack a name for a 
category encompassing cups and tumblers. We are forced to invent a 
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phrase such as “something to drink out of,” or “something to drink 
from.” In a somewhat different sense from that of Lenneberg et al., avail- 
ability and codability would seem to be high in these cases, but to study 
them one would have to pay attention to aspects of cultural regularity 
beyond linguistic regularity. In addition to named categories, there are 
unnamed categories in culture which are readily available and easily used 
for judgments of equivalence and difference [46, p. 226]. It should be 
understood that this is not a criticism of the color-recognition experi- 
ments, but rather a suggestion that nonlinguistic cultural categorization 
be explored in future work on cognition. 

In discussing the availability of categories, whether conventionalized 
in language or not, it is important to pay attention to differences between 
situations. Heidbreder [65, pp. 191-195] found in her early work on 
concept formation that number concepts were formed more slowly than 
those involving a greater degree of “thing-character.” This was true de- 
spite the fact that numbers such as “two,” “five,” and “six” are frequent 
in English and rank higher on Thorndike’s list than “building” or “circle,” 
for example. By varying the experimental conditions (or situation), the 
speed with which number concepts were formed was increased [68, p. 
21]. One point that can be made is that the frequency of occurrence of 
a word does not indicate the frequency of judgments of equivalence or of 
difference. In certain situations in everday life, we count; in others, we 
identify forms; in still others, we make various kinds of comparisons. 
All of these activities involve the existing regularities of culture or inven- 
tions based on these regularities. 

The convergence between invention as defined and used here and 
Leeper’s discussion of inventive concept formation should be mentioned 
in this context. He cites several instances in which it was fairly clear that 
the person had not previously learned a specific response and yet was able 
to produce it without hesitation—a small child spoke of a museum as a 
“dead zoo,” another spoke of wood shavings as “carpenter peelings 
[86, p. 750]. The relative rapidity of attainment of concepts of the un- 
familiar spatial forms in Heidbreder’s experiments (65, pp: 191-195] 
might be interpreted as having been facilitated by inventive concept 
formation [cf. 121]. While the specific forms were unfamiliar and were 
unnamed in English, subjects combined familiar cultural elements into 
new combinations of forms and names which served as devices for the 
categorization of the instances of the concepts. One subject, for example, 
described Heidbreder’s unfamiliar form “stod” as being “like a thickly 
salted pretzel, broken at one end” [66, p. 112]. 5 

Linguists sometimes speak of “productivity” in language, and an ex- 
amination of this term may throw further light on the invention processes 
we have been discussing. Suffixes such as English -s or -ed are said to be 
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productive in that they can be added to new nouns and verbs to form 
plurals and tense forms that will be meaningful to a listener who has 
never heard these combinations before. If we borrow a Russian word for 
a type of space vehicle, we pluralize it with -s, rather than the nonpro- 
ductive form -en, as in oxen. Research by Berko and Brown [10, 11, 12] 
on the acquisition of language by children involves the concept of pro- 
ductivity. Children learn the principles of plural formation and extend 
them to new words. They also learn to generate grammatical and mean- 
ingful utterences they have never heard before, and in this sense all of 
language is more or less productive [cf. 99, pp- 144-158]. Not all com- 
binations occur, but any speaker is constantly “inventing” new combina- 
tions of elements in forming sentences. Similarly, the nonlinguistic aspects 
of culture can be seen as differentially productive; many kinds of new 
combinations can be easily formed. 

A cultural approach to problems in cognition has terminological im- 
plications. Except possibly when both terms are used to indicate some 
contrast in cognitive processes [cf. Bruner et al., 25, pp: 21-22], concept 
attainment scems preferable to concept formation, which suggests an 
emphasis on individual experience and achievement. Carroll [28, pp. 
195-196] advances cogent reasons for using concept evocation in many 
experimental contexts. To an anthropologist, concept learning seems to 
be an appropriate term for the situations in which the subject is, in effect, 
learning whatever regularities the psychologist has built into the stimuli. 
There is a parallel here with many other learning situations. For humans 
(and domesticated and laboratory animals), learning typically consists 
of the acquisition of regularities which other humans are already dis- 
playing in their behavior. For example, pets learn to eat food that humans 
define as appropriate for their species. 

A cultural interpretation is also pertinent to the work on cognition by 
developmental or genetic psychologists. As a means of studying “primi- 
tive” forms of cognition, Werner and Kaplan [130, 132] employ a 
technique in which the subject is asked to express a simple statement by 
a line drawing. T) hey reject a dichotomy between experience and media- 
tion (e.g., systems of symbols), and they emphasize the separateness from 
other media and at the same time the “naturalness” of the line-drawing 
technique [132, pp. 4-6]. Their general reasoning is that their subjects 
are capable of expressing experience in an “advanced language,” namely, 
English. The line drawings they make are a more primitive kind of ex- 
pression; consequently, they are comparable to the forms of expression 
found in such languages as Navaho and “Western Africa Sudan” [132, 
p- 10]. The investigators present some of their findings and discuss the 
problems faced by the subjects, including those in which a “forced 
choice” is required. 
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It is puzzling that the authors do not really explore the role of an 
English-language background in determining the kinds of drawings that 
are produced. An anthropologist is inclined to see the problem facing the 
subject as a situation in which he is required to invent, within limits im- 
posed from the outside, a method of expression. Inventions were defined 
as new combinations of existing cultural materials. From the diagrams 
and other results presented by Werner and Kaplan, it seems evident that 
English orthography as well as speech was important in producing many 
of the regularities in the results. The most obvious regularity is not men- 
tioned by the authors—the drawings are to be interpreted from left to 
right [132, p. 6]. One could point out that the same is true of the sample 
drawings given by the investigators; the samples might have influenced 
the subjects. However, English (as opposed to Arabic) writing conven- 
tions provide the most satisfactory explanation for the consistency. The 
use of linguistic habits in the inventions seems clear in the form as well 
as in the direction of the lines. The sample line goes down; we speak of 
feeling “low,” “down in the dumps,” “depressed,” and the like. The 
downward lines expressing yielding or defeat can be matched by such 
English expressions as “to go down to defeat.” In discussing an aberrant 
result from one subject, the authors do mention that she was not a native 
speaker of English. They do not, however, attempt to understand the 
bulk of the results by taking into account the fact that the subjects were 
native speakers. (One presumes they were; this was not stated.) Since it 
seems relatively easy to interpret certain results of Werner and Kaplan 
by referring only to the explicit verhalized aspects of culture, one suspects 
that more subtle cultural regularities, rather than “primitive forms of ex- 
pression,” might be adduced to explain other results they obtained. 

Anthropologists who stress organization and integration, as opposed 
to those who are more atomistic, are praised by Werner [129, pp. 9-13]. 
Nevertheless, he fails to apply the notion of organization in some of the 
areas in which it would be most helpful to him. Specifically, when 
evaluating cultural phenomena, he does not do so in terms of the organ- 
ization of the systems in which they are embedded. An emic approach to 
Questions of similarity and difference would hardly have led to the use he 
makes of his classificatory concepts, such as “lability” and “rigidity.” 
One of his illustrations of lability is that the Kamayurä of Brazil call blue 
and green by the same name [129, p. 248]. The pitfalls in discussing 
equivalence or difference in colors without knowledge of the total color 
system have already been covered. Every color classification is equally 
arbitrary, and we Euro-Americans could be accused of conceptual 
lability by any Indian group that makes a color distinction that we do 
not. Werner cites as an illustration of rigidity the fact that the Tsimshian 
of British Columbia, being “members of an essentially concrete-ritualistic 
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culture,” refused to accept rowboats as substitutes for their indigenous 
canoes. While he realizes that this is a question of perceiving “changes 
that seem slight to the Western man,” Werner imposes external judg- 
ments of rigid ritualism on the phenomena, rather than interpreting 
canoes as a crucial element within the total complex of a maritime way 
of life [129, p. 112]. Were it not for the implied value judgment on this 
way of life, the Tsimshian behavior would be classed as stable in Werner's 
system. 

Werner and other psychologists with an organic or organismic orienta- 
tion raise many questions of relevance to anthropologists. This is made 
explicit in an article by Werner and Kaplan [130] addressed to anthro- 
pologists and in G. Allport’s foreword to Werner’s book, Comparative 
Psychology of Mental Development [3, p. x]. Anthropologists, however, 
can easily misunderstand the approach, in addition to any legitimate ob- 
jections which they might find to it. When Glenn [50] questioned certain 
aspects of the Werner and Kaplan article, the authors answered [131] 
that they had been misunderstood regarding the temporal and logical 
criteria for primitivity. They add that they do not believe that changes 
occur in any single direction and not in the direction of increasing 
progress. Their writings, however, resemble so closely those of nineteenth- 
century writers who did make these assumptions that it is easy to over- 
look or disregard their explicit disavowals. 

The idea of general stages of development is fundamental to most of 
the writings of Werner, as well as Piaget and others. Stage theories of 
human development frequently take the form of psychological or matura- 
tional “recapitulation theories.” One of the grosser forms of these theories, 
as propounded by Freud, Ferenczi, and others, is as follows: The indi- 
vidual human being reexperiences the events and stages of the human race. 
If one’s analysis of an individuals memories is penetrating enough, 
memories of the experiences of our common ancestors will be discovered. 
This theory is based on two familiar ideas, now generally abandoned or 
much modified: (1) the inheritance of acquired characteristics; and (2) 
Haeckel’s “biogenetic law,” in the form “ontogeny recapitulates phylog- 
eny.” Kardiner [75, pp. 133-134, et passim] criticizes Freud for the 
misuse of the concept of inheritance; Hallowell [62] discusses at length 
such recapitulation theories and their implications. 

Although Hallowell notes the close relationship historically and 
logically between the concept of stages and recapitulation theory, Werner 
claims that he based his system on the idea of “parallelism” rather than 
recapitulation [129, pp. 17-35]. In Werner's view, pathological thinking 
of adults and the thinking of children, contemporary nonliterates, and 
prehistoric men are all “primitive,” but this similarity is based on their 
failure to maintain or achieve “advanced” forms of thinking rather than 
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on any principle which unites them. The circularity in his reasoning is 
not eliminated by his assertion that the similarities are not identities and 
that those with “primitive” forms of thought are using them to adjust in 
their own way to their environment. To avoid the charge that the char- 
acterization of “advanced” thought is not simply culture bondage in 
scientific guise, developmental psychologists will need a better method- 
ological base and better data. On both logical and empirical grounds, the 
coexistence (in effect) of ancestors and descendants in the form of pre- 
historic and present-day “primitives” was long ago shown to be unten- 
able. Furthermore, anthropologists have demonstrated striking differences 
in the forms of thought among contemporary nonliterates. Dispassionate 
use of Werner’s categories (e.g., rigidity-flexibility) would not permit 
nonliterates to be placed in a single group; the time when one could 
speak simply of “primitive thought” is gone. Children are universally in- 
fluenced by the adults in their own society—in their forms of thinking 
and in other respects. They, too, are not a homogeneous group about 
which one can generalize easily. The thinking of psychotics is also related 
to the thinking of others in a given society. It should be noted that the 
reference here is to the form of thought, which is Werner’s interest, not 
simply to the content. 

Werner’s use of anthropological sources to provide examples for his 
developmental system—rather than to explore differences among forms 
of thought—obscures valid problems. It is legitimate to ask the question: 
What are the differences in forms of thought among human beings? 
Werner's analytic categories (e.g., syncretic versus discrete), if carefully 
defined, might be of great value in the cross-cultural study of cognition. 
They must be used flexibly, however, with consideration of alternative 
hypotheses—to be tested empirically—as to which characteristics will 
appear in combination. An investigator, rather than assuming that cach 
American Indian group will necessarily display both rigid and syncretic 
thinking, might use such categories as analytic tools in making com- 
parisons between groups. For example, they might prove useful in test- 
ing aspects of the hypotheses of Whorf et al. regarding language and be- 
havior. 

Before we leave organic/organismic approaches to psychology, refer- 
ence should be made to classical gestalt theory, from which various 
present-day psychologies have developed. Such theory has been examined 
by the anthropologist Barnett [6]. Furthermore, it seems noteworthy that 
two of the men who were mentioned in connection with linguistic and 
nonlinguistic cultural patterning, Whorf [135, pp. 160-172] and Pike 
(107, p. 56], both paid especial attention to gestalt writings. Perhaps 
other anthropologists with interests in psychology would be wise to add 
gestalt (and related) systems to the aspects of psychology with which 
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they are familiar. A reexamination of the formulations stemming from 
gestalt in the light of the concept of culture might yield results of value 
both to anthropology and psychology. 

On a more general level, psychology may prove to be helpful in 
eliminating a formulation that has outlived its usefulness in anthropology. 
This formulation takes a variety of forms, all of which have in common 
the use of “individual” or “idiosyncratic” in contexts suggesting that, 
these terms explain some aspect of human behavior. Except in the special 
sense of historical “explanation,” i.e., charting the succession of events, 
it is difficult to see how anything can be explained or understood by © 
reference to unique, idiosyncratic characteristics, Rather, regularities of 
one sort or another are central to understanding. It is apparently dif- 
ficult for anthropologists to accept the proposition that cultural systems, 
like scientific or logical systems, operate in terms of classes of objects each 
containing several members. Not only are null classes absent, but so are 
single-member classes. 

Numerous examples could be cited of the use in anthropology of 
formulations which emphasize individual characteristics, Some of these 
are the result of careless phrasing; others are related to fundamental 
aspects of the writer's methodology. In a quotation on directive-state 
theory (cited previously), Hallowell contrasts “cultural constituents in 
perception” with “idiosyncratic determinants rooted in the personality 
Structure of the individual” [59, pp. 165-166]. The second half of 
this dichotomy is ambiguous as stated; he may be contrasting per- 
sonality with culture, or he may be contrasting the unique aspects of 
individuals with culture. Hallowell himself has been in the forefront in 
stressing the importance of culture in understanding personality. If the 
second interpretation is correct, the nature of the contrast remains puz- 
zling; in adults the unique aspects of “individuals” are culturally 
mediated, e.g., cripples become beggars if that is the expectation or 
regularity in the society to which they belong. Indeed, Hallowell es- 
sentially agrees with this position and makes good use of it, since later in 
the same article, in his discussion of “idiosyncratic or personal determi- 
nants” of perception, he interprets the case of an Ojibwa man who ex- 
perienced a cannibal giant by referring to the culturally mediated events 
which preceded the experience [59, pp. 185-186]. 

A way to dissolve Hallowell’s apparent dichotomy, while still taking 
into account all the Ojibwa material he presents in his paper, can be sug- 
gested. It is feasible to say that in certain situations there is a high 
probability that all Ojibwa will share similar perceptual experiences (e.g., 
they will follow the cultural pattern and perceive any of various kinds of 
berries as “snake berries” and therefore inedible). In certain other situa- 
tions, there is a high probability that less than all the Ojibwa—perhaps 
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only one, in fact—will perceive a culturally defined entity (e.g., a can- 
nibal giant). Then the phrase “idiosyncratic determinants rooted in the 
personality structure of the individual” would refer to a certain prob- 
ability of appearance of particular kinds of cultural patterning. This does 
“not imply that the low probability of an event signals its low saliency. 
Rather, this is a function of the role matrix in which the person operates, 
_ Hallowell himself uses phrasing in terms of probability, but when he 
raises the question of which individuals will have particular experiences, 
he chooses to use personality—perhaps as an intervening variable be- 

“tween earlier cultural experiences and a particular situation to be ex- 
plained. Many anthropologists do not use probability formulations at all 
and do not relate variability in culture to situations. They make even 
greater use than Hallowell does of the concept of personality in ex- 
planatory statements, or leave a residual category—“the individual”— 
often implying that no explanation is possible. 

Anthropologists sometimes mistakenly assume that psychology is 
principally concerned with the scientific study of the individual or in- 
dividuals. Since this is an error—if unique individuals are meant—any 
increase in familiarity with the methodology of psychology should assist 
anthropologists in overcoming confusion in this area. Psychologists can be 
of assistance to anthropologists in methodology, whether in disposing of 
residual categories or in a variety of other ways. 


METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 


Cultural anthropologists have spent little time, relatively speaking, 
defining their fields of research and analyzing and perfecting a method- 
ology. This has been defended from time to time as permitting them to 
devote more of their efforts to important matters—field trips and the 
publication of data. The fact is, however, that anthropologists as a group 
do not know what they know; they do not know the questions for which 
they have the accumulated answers. Compared with other behavioral 
sciences, anthropology is the least sophisticated so far as methodology, 
research design, and problem formulation are concerned, Recently, there 
have been assessment volumes, such as Anthropology Today [81] and its 
Successors, and there is a growing appreciation of such men as Nadel 
[101, 102], Leach [84], Levi-Strauss [89], and Steward [122], who have 
raised methodological questions. i AN 

There is, of course, a methodology of sorts implied in the activities of 
even those anthropologists who are least aware of it, Certain criticisms 
of anthropology have been based on misunderstandings of its largely 
implicit methods or on a mechanical transfer of the problems of one 
discipline to another. For example, both sociologists and psychologists 
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have criticized anthropologists because they so rarely use statistics, 
F. Goodenough and Anderson [52, p. 6], for example, have said that 
anthropologists “have shown little awareness of the problem of typical- 
ness or representativeness and have frequently disregarded the size of 
sample necessary for confidence to be placed in the results.” In the emic, 
structure-function analyses which are so common in anthropology, typi- 
calness or representativeness are matters of little importance. It is com- 
monplace to recognize that the distributive properties (in the sense of 
frequency) of an event are at a different level of analysis from the 
structural or organizational aspects of those same events. [Kluckhohn 
has discussed questions of quantification and statistics in anthropology, 
77, pp. 958-960.) 

To the extent that anthropologists become concerned with the etic 
analysis of variables (after making emic analyses of particular systems), 
to that extent they will need to concern themselves with the possibility 
that statistics can help clarify the relationship between the variables 
(ef. 100, 134]. Since there is also a growing interest in the analysis of 
events, or raw behavior, in contrast to cultural patterning, certain ques- 
tions of quantification and statistics should be raised in appropriate 
situations. With the recent development of nonparametric statistics, the 
applicability of statistical analyses to certain anthropological data is 
much increased. 

It is possible that other behavioral scientists do not always realize the 
variety of methods and techniques currently employed by anthropologists. 
For example, in the study of kinship they commonly— 

1. Collect kinship terminology 

2. Collect gen i 

3. Note the actual usage of kinship terms and other types of behavior 
between relatives 

4. Ask informants how the various relatives ought to behave toward 
each other 

5, Ask informants how relatives do behave toward each other 

6. Reexamine their data so as to take into account the “biases” (¢.g., 
roles) of informants 

7. Undertake analyses of the data to discover regularities which may 
not be known to the informants 

8. Relate the different kinds of data to cach other 

9. Consider the light that can be thrown on kinship behavior by 
activities in other institutional areas 

10. Make comparisons with other cultures 
This list, while not exhaustive, shows a lack of reliance on a single 
method or technique. Leeper [86, PP- 737, 739) demonstrates that there 
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has been a variety of methods in the study of cognitive processes and 
makes the point that only through such a diversity of approaches can 
they be understood. He includes a plea for more “ecological” studies, 
ie, field studies, like those of anthropologists and those of Piaget on 
children, The same suggestions could be made for the study of percep- 
tion. In passing, it might be noted that few anthropologists are more 
than barely aware of the research and writings of Piaget [106], There 
are indications, however, that some of those who have studied child 
development and personality with a neo-Freudian approach are becom- 
ing interested in Piaget as an alternative. 

The general approaches of the several behavioral sciences are comple- 
mentary rather than contradictory. Anthropologists believe that disci- 
plines such as psychology and sociology would benefit by additional field 
research in our own society and others. This does not mean, however, 
that present activities need to be abandoned, Similarly, anthropologists 
may find themselves in the future engaged in intensive research on prob- 
lems of relatively small scope; particular research problems may require 
the laboratory conditions so common in psychology. Nevertheless, this 
does not mean that anthropologists need abandon their field trips, Nor 
need they give up their interests in the “natural history” of man. 

As matters now stand, however, such psychologists as Brown and 
Lenneberg have received training in methodology and research design 
applicable to cross-cultural problems which is far superior to that of most 
anthropologists. Despite the growing interest in nomothetic propositions, 
few anthropologists would now phrase their objectives as did J. J. Gibson 
in a preface: 


The principal subject of this book is the visual perception of space, The 
essential question to be asked is this: How do we see the world around us? 
The question is at once a theoretical one, a factual one, and a practical one 
.. ©. The intention is to formulate a consistent approach to the problem— 
a way of getting new facts and making new applications, The construction 
of a theory is most useful when the theory is “vulnerable,” that is to say, 
when future experiments can but do not disprove it. A strenuous effort has 
been made to keep the propositions of this book explicit enough to be 
potentially incorrect, Needless to say, the author hopes that they will com- 
prehend the facts and will predict the results of future experiments [49, p. 
vii). 

It seems probable that the most fruitful pope art relationships 
as far as anthropologists are concerned will be ones in w , 
stimulates APON, to pay more attention to methodology. Specific 
techniques can be learned from another field if the formulation of prob- 
lems requires them or if collaborative arrangements can be solicited. 


420 DAVID FRENCH 
CONCLUSIONS 


More than a decade ago, Goodenough and Anderson [52, p. 8] sug- 
gested that the problem of the organization of perceptions was one of 
joint concern to psychologists and anthropologists. Cognition was added 
to perception in focusing this discussion of the interrelationships between 
anthropology and psychology because significant convergences of inter- 
ests have been occurring in both these areas. While anthropologists rarely 
study perception and cognition as such, certain facets of the study of 
culture appear highly relevant to the psychological study of these proc- 
esses. Emphasis in the paper was placed on the systematic regularities in 
culture and on the relationship between these regularities and behavioral 
regularities in the areas of perception and cognition. No attempt was 
made to discuss new anthropological formulations regarding the evolu- 
tion of culture and of human psychological processes; these are covered 
by Hallowell in this volume. 

Stimulated by successes in structural linguistics, the analysis of kin- 
ship systems, ethnoscience, and nonanthropological methodologies, an- 
thropologists and linguists have made advances in the study of the 
semantic aspects of cultural systems. It is becoming possible to specify 
with some precision the structure of the concepts that are significant in 
particular aspects of a culture. These approaches have a potential rela- 
tionship to cognitive studies, and anthropological awareness of this is 
beginning to appear. 

The relevance of anthropological research to studies of perception has 
been more indirect and general. This may be due in part to the facts that 
studies oriented toward sensory experience are often difficult to do in 
the field and that institutional arrangements rarely facilitate laboratory 
experimentation of a cross-cultural nature. There are, nevertheless, 
numerous unexploited possibilities for interdisciplinary research. 

American psychologists are well aware of the anthropological use of 
the concept of culture in the study of non-European peoples. In certain 
contexts, all behavioral scientists know that we too “have a culture.” Far 
less frequently is this culture made part of explanations of our own be- 
havior. It is a function of the culture bondage we all share [45] that we 
“forget” our own culture, even after having become intellectually con- 
vinced of its existence. It is one of the special functions of anthropology 
during the present period to provide intermittent reminders that cultural 
interpretations can be valuable and to Suggest specific applications of 
them. Such psychologists as Brown and Lenneberg are already making 
such applications. 

In this paper, particular emphasis was placed on the concept of in- 
vention as a way to relate cultural regularities to perceptual and cognitive 


Anthropology, Perception, and Cognition 421 


events. Many such events can be understood as involving a new com- 
bination of existing cultural elements. An examination of some of the 
concepts in cognitive theory, such as developmental stages and general- 
ized “primitive” people, led to suggestions for revisions in the approach 
and in the applications of terminology. 

Curiously enough, many anthropologists may derive from the meth- 
odological advances of psychology an interest in making relatively less use 
of cultural formulations. Particularly in America, anthropologists have 
been content to describe, sometimes with great elegance, selected cultural 
systems. Increases in methodological sophistication may lead increasing 
numbers of them to go beyond descriptive studies and raise nomothetic 
questions regarding the reasons for the appearance and persistence of one 
cultural system rather than another. Cultural variables are of great value 
for certain problems; on other levels, variables must be sought not in 
learned patterns, but in unlearned or external phenomena, for example, 
recurrent social and ecological relationships. 

Questions can be raised as to ways to effect closer coordination be- 
tween the work of psychologists and anthropologists. Suggestions relevant 
to interdisciplinary cooperation were implicit in the text at various points. 
Since it seems probable that programmatic suggestions and other verbali- 
zations much more often derive from institutional arrangements than 
the reverse, explicit recommendations will not be elaborated. There exist 
a number of mechanisms to effect closer relations between anthropology 
and psychology. Interdisciplinary departments and institutes such as 
those at Harvard and Michigan, fellowships for interdisciplinary training, 
and interdisciplinary research programs are some examples. 

Whether in the study of perception and cognition or in other areas, 
an understanding of the cultural orientation of anthropologists is perhaps 
the greatest general benefit that psychologists could derive from inter- 
disciplinary association. Conversely, anthropologists might gain, through 
stimulation from psychology, an increased awareness of the importance 
of methodology. They can also receive help in setting limits to the appli- 
cability of the concept of culture. In the more specific areas emphasized 
in this paper, a number of promising beginnings—and they are only 
beginnings—have been made toward convergent and cooperative attacks 
on problems in perception and cognition. 
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INTRODUCTION 


One of the mort significant contemporary areas of dicumion concern- 
ing the study of man centers on his social nature, varying modes of cul- 
tural adaptations, and their psychological consequences. 
certain respects this is an old problem, conceptualization and analysis 
have been rapidly reaching a new level of mphiticaiin. Pareto 
noteworthy is the convergence ol interest 
of disciplines which, in the recent past, made their own abstractions, 
purwed their own special problems, and often 
attention to, relevant data and theories in other = 
perpective of a little over a century, it would appear that a 
completed In the nineteenth century, peyelabagy nad sedate? 

i sharply 


vanced and problems stated that transcended the more specialized 
Herbart (1776-1841) is said to have “represented a departure 
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school, inasmuch as he conceived of the mind 
throughout in terms of dynamic forces rather than of pasive mecha- 
nisms” [63, p 23)' and be maintained that "psychology remains 
incomplete as long as it considers man only as an isolated individual.” In 
fact, “he was convinced that society was a living and organic whole, 
ruled by paychological laws that are peculiar to it [189, p. 51), 
sont imate Waite (1821-1864) and Adolph Bastian (1826- 
h are numbered among the pioneers of anthropology, were in- 
fluenced by Herbart, Waitz had published books on psychology a decade 
before his Anthropologie der Naturvölker (1859) appeared. It was soon 
imo English. In this book he was concerned with differences 
mentality and the question of national character, He did not 
national differences could be explained on the basis of race 
Kann me Ba tonalias wikia the otpa race “Tt is there» 
probable, "that the mental peculiarities of peoples are gen» 
flexible and changeable than the physical characters of the 
are transmitted with a lew degree of constancy [235, p. 381) 
A tireless world traveler, a voluminous writer, and director of the 
Ethnological Museum, argued that a science of mental life mat 
ty bef use “the individual's thinking 
unetioning in a social group (152, p. 36) 
Lazarus and Steinthal, both Herbartians, were the first to promote Väl- 
the Zeitschrift für Völker- 
hrychelogie und Sprackwissenichaft. (See 189, pp. 60 f1,; 123, pp. 42 f.) 
At a later Wundt (1 1921), the founder of experimental 
pryehology, rounded out his life's work with his mamive 10-volume 
#kerpiycholegie, in which he attempted to link the study of the indi- 
vidual mind with such historical social products as language, custom. and 
myth in a comprehensive syıtem, following his principle of "creative syn- 
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‘The mon significant thing shout Wundt is his insistence that the study of 
all higher mental falls in the province of Võlkerpryehologie. He did 
not believe that Piychology, especially as pursed in the pry 
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But by the time Wundt had begun to publish the fine part of his Valbar 
prychologie (1900), both and Comal’ had developed 
specialized and highly chai areas of inquiry, 

The new specialization is by the roles 
McDougall, C. 8, Myers, and W. H., R, Rivers played on the Torres 
Straits expedition (1898), which had been organized by the Cambridge 
anthropologist A. C. Haddon, and which was characterized ji 
“a landmark in the collaboration of social sienties” [5, p 
for example, had been lecturing on the of the sense 
Cambridge since 1893 and was elapse ca en op 
coure in experimental psychology to be given in England. 

Aker aie Torras Seralt fed him to the conclusion that 

acuity is much the same in all races, Rivers likewhe 
logical method, which later became of classical 
vestigation of the social structures of euren art 
we note that at this apa an ven and 
in social anthropology unintegrated. By 1916, 


wes asking: “How can you 
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(190, p. 2). But though Rivers touched many vital leurs, he never 
initiated serious research along lines (75). 
In the early part of this century, it would have been difieuh for any» 


one to have preicted ihe Silat suupegates of Karen waleh Sens 

upon the social, cultural, and psychological dimensions of man at 

being. Yet if we consider the interests of individual rather than the 
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questions of anthropology was “the relation between the objective world 
and man’s subjective world as it had taken form in different cultures” 
[15, p. 27]. 

Perhaps it was no accident that the pioneers in the study of culture 
and personality—Sapir, Benedict, and Mead—were trained in anthro- 
pology by Boas and that early students like Goldenweiser, Hacberlin, 
Radin, and Lowie were psychologically knowledgeable.‘ At an early date 
too, Sapir, Goldenweiser, Radin, and Kroeber familiarized themselves 
with psychoanalytic theory.® Kroeber has reported that he practiced 
psychoanalysis in San Francisco from 1920 to 1923. He says, however, that 
this experience gave him no insights that helped him “to understand 
culture any better” [133, p. 300; see also p- 299] and it was the clarifica- 
tion of culture which Kroeber considered “the most significant accom- 
plishment of anthropology in the first half of the twentieth century” [132, 
p: 87]. Indeed, he showed no enthusiam for the culture and personality 
studies that emerged later and wrote a negatively toned review (1920) of 
Freud’s Totem and Taboo which reflected the general anthropological 
attitude of the time." Eventually, however, it was an early phase of 
psychoanalytic theory that inspired culture and personality studies. 

Perhaps I have said enough, however sketchily, to indicate that— 
although psychological problems lurked in the background of anthro- 
pological thinking, and some anthropologists reacted strongly to psycho- 
logical theories—no positive focus emerged to link anthropological and 
psychological concepts and theories during the period when both disci- 
plines were developing their characteristic abstractions, concepts, 
and specializations, Since the concept of culture has always implied 
inherent behavioral plasticity and emphasized socially acquired traits as 

“Haeberlin published an article on Wundt in the Psychological Review (1916), 
and Goldenweiser, besides making frequent references to Wundt in his writings, 
published an obituary notice in The Freeman (1921). For more explicit details, see 
(75, pp. 184, 188-189]. For other references to articles written in the twenties by 
Goldenweiser and Lowie representing their interest in the relations of psychology 
to the social sciences, see [75, p. 161]. Writing in England, Haddon observes that 
“in the United States of America, thanks to the influence of Boas, psychology has 
been well recognized by students as an essential factor in ethnology” [71, p. 68). 

“For references to Sapir’s book reviews, see [75, p. 204), for Goldenweis 
articles [75, p. 161]. In 1929, Radin expressed the opinion that “it is the applica- 
tion of the psychoanalytic theories of Jung that is most likely to have the most 
sere influence upon ethnology” [see 75, p. 208}—a prediction that has not been 

* Kroeber’s original review of Totem and Taboo, which appeared in the Ameri- 
can Anthropologist, was succeeded by a later one in the American Journal of 
Sociology (1939). Both are reprinted in his collected Papers [133]. He closes the 
‚Te speak for ethnologists, the latter “though 
remaining unconverted, have met Freud, Tecognize the encounter as memorable, 
and herewith salute him.” 
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posed to innate characters, anthropologists were inclined to react 
tively to psychological concepts or theories which stressed innate be- 
wioral determinants. This has been true with respect to all varieties of 
instinct doctrines. It was also an immediate barrier to the acceptance of 
certain aspects of orthodox psychoanalytic theory in its early stages. The 
same attitude emerged in the critical appraisal of intelligence tests as 
indexes to innate factors, particularly when such tests were used to 
re the capacities of people with a cultural background different 
m our own, For the same reason, most anthropologists have been 

tical of anything that savors of racial or constitutional psychology. 
a matter of fact, there were anthropologists of an older generation 
“who held the position explicitly stated by Lowie in 1917: 


“+. [Since] culture is, indeed, the sole and exclusive subject matter of 
ethnology, as consciousness is the subject matter of psychology, the science 
of psychology, even in its most modern ramifications of abnormal psychology, 
and the study of individual variations, does not grapple with acquired traits 
‘nor with the influence of society on individual thought, feeling and inclina- 
tion, It deals on principle exclusively with innate traits of the individual [149, 
“pp. 5, 16) 

Brewster Smith has also observed, “what runs through an otherwise 
heterogeneous history [of psychology] is a pervading focus on the indi- 
vidual” [217, p. 33]. It can thus be appreciated why it was difficult to 
bridge the gap between anthropology and psychology in any very positive 
fashion until recently. 

© As a matter of historical fact, it was not until the emergence of social 
Psychology in its contemporary form that there was a shift in emphasis 
within psychology itself. Asch says: 


£ 

% The idea of such a discipline [involved the] culmination of a series of 
great changes in thinking about nature and society [and] in part a reaction 
against the narrowness of a general psychology which found no place in its 
_ scheme for some of the most essential properties of men, The scientific psy- 
from which it sprang restricted its observations to the relations be- 
tween an individual and an environment that strictly excluded other persons; 
it was not concerned with relations between persons or between persons and 
groups, The movement toward a social psychology represented an insistence 
S Wissler [250], in his address as chairman of Section H, AAAS, in 1915 ex- 
pressed a similar viewpoint. “Psychologists,” he said, "give their attention to innate 
phenomena, especially man’s psychophysical equipment. If we extend the meaning 
of the term behavior so as to include consciousness, we may say that psychologists 
| are concerned with the behavior of man as an individual.” Both Wissler and Lowie 
Served as chairmen of the Division of Anthropology and Psychology of the National 
Research Council, Wissler pursued his graduate work at Columbia under J. McKeen 
Cattell ‘and had a Ph.D. in psychology (1901). He took some courses with Boas 

during his last year of graduate studies, 
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that these major and neglected parts of human psychology be taken seriously, 
It stood for the belief that no psychology can be complete that fails to look 
directly at man as a social being [7, p. 364]. 


At the same time, twentieth-century anthropologists were preoccupied 
with their own abstractions and conceptualizations. As they became more 
and more immersed in the study of culture, its analysis, functioning, and 
variant forms, they receded farther and farther from any direct concern 
with the actual behavior of individuals.“ In contrast with traditional 
academic psychologists, psychoanalysts, and psychiatrists (whose emphasis 
was on the concrete behavior of the ever-present individual in the labora- 
tory or on the couch or in the clinic or hospital), the abstractions of 
anthropologists led them into the realm of the description and com- 
parison of the different cultural attributes of human societies, 

Tt was a departure from traditional anthropology when some anthro- 
pologists in the twenties and thirties began to devote attention to the re- 
lations between cultural differences and the life history and personality 
organization of individuals in nonliterate societies, In its early days, as 
Singer says, “the field of culture and personality theory and research was 
considered an American heresy in anthropology.” He adds, “Today it 
is no longer a heresy, and in a few more years it will no longer be dis- 
tinctively American” [216, p- 9]. This movement arose from an apprecia- 
tion of psychoanalytic personality theory, with its emphasis upon the 
vital importance of childhood experiences on the life history of the in- 
dividual. However, these experiences were viewed by anthropologists in 
the setting of the entire culture in which the child was raised rather than 
in the narrower one of the family circle.° Instead of highlighting the 
customs, values, and institutions of a society and subordinating the in- 
dividuals as psychologically undifferentiated bearers of a culture, they 
considered human beings as differentiated personalities for whom the 
culture specified patterns and values of social behavior and whose 
personality structure it molded in a characteristic way. Academic psy- 


"The logical extreme of this line of thinking is represented by Leslie White's 

“culturology.” “Culture thus becomes a continuum of extrasomatic elements,” he 
says. “It moves in accordance with its own principles, its own laws; it is a thing 
sui generis” [248, p. 374]. “Relative to the culture process the individual is neither 
creator nor determinant; he is merely a catalyst and a vehicle of expression” [249, 
p. 80]. At the other pole, Radin, who published “The Autobiography of an 
American Indian” in 1920 [181], was a pioneer in the personal-document approach 
in anthropology [75, p. 204]. 
ý “See Rapaport [183, p. 102] for a discussion of the “Psychosocial Point of 
View” in psychoanalytic theory. He points out that although “the social determina- 
tion of behavior is not alien to classic psychoanalytic theory, [at first] these social 
conceptions were not generalized into an explicit psychoanalytic social psychology” 
[see also 138]. 
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chology was also soon drawn upon by a number of investigators to supply 
the model for a learning theory useful in studying the acquisition of cul- 
ture in the socialization process.'? 

We are only now beginning to see the wider implications of this new 
movement. It has, in fact, sharply refocused attention upon the old 
problem of the social nature of man."' Concrete studies of the social rela- 
tions of individuals in particular societies have been the basis for new 
hypotheses. These have considered the relations of culture to the psycho- 
dynamics of the individual as an integral part of organized systems of 
social action, and they have added new dimensions to the study of the 
social nature of man as he was more abstractly conceived in the past. 
The psychological aspects of the problem are being more explicitly 
formulated than ever before; in addition, they have been reinforced by 
the revitalization of social psychology following World War II. Brewster 
Smith has observed that the culture and personality movement “was thus 
an attempt to join together what should never have been held asunder in 
the first place” [217, p. 56]. And, more recently, Bert Kaplan has ex- 
pressed the opinion that this field “stands at the crossroads of many of 
the most important problems of both individual and societal functioning” 
[122, p. 1]. In his Epilogue, he goes so far as to say that “the one predic- 
tion I feel most secure in making is that the [culture and personality] 
field as a whole will gradually encompass more and more of the central 
issues of man’s existence and his efforts at control and transformation 
and will become, finally, the vital center of a future science of man.” 

For anthropology there have also been latent and very complex 
psychological problems inherent in the concept of culture itself as it was 
defined by Tylor in his Primitive Culture (1871): “Culture, or civiliza- 
tion . . . is that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, 
law, morals, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by 
man as a member of society” [cf. 135]. This classic definition was focused 
on the products of behavioral interaction in society, not on behavior it- 
self. From that time on, anthropologists took it for granted that cultures 
are transmitted from generation to generation—without examining the 


Mowrer and Kluckhohn [160]. They explicitly state at the beginning of 
sition of a “Dynamic Theory of Personality” that they have drawn upon 
“three relatively independent lines of scientific development: psychoanalysis, social 
ecneloan and the psychology of learning.” The learning theory used is of the 
= y ng . . 

= Ar writes: “Our intellectual ancestors, for all their fumbling, were asking 
Precisely the same question we are asking today. How does one generato they 
wanted to know, impose its culture and its thought-forms upon the next? What 
happens to the mental life of the individual when he enters into association with 
others? And long before social psychology became a science political philosophers 
sought an answer to the question, What is the social nature of man?” [5, p. 3]. 


436 A. IRVING HALLOWELL 


process. Similarly, the diffusion of culture and the impact of the culture 
of one people on another (acculturation) were studied without an 
analysis of the psychological processes involved [12]. Broadly stated, what 
eulture and personality studies did was to focus attention on the integral 
aspects of the primary process in human social adaptation by connecting 
the established facts of cultural variability and patterning with the psycho- 
logical processes necessary for the need satisfaction and socialization of 
the child, the personal adjustment of the adult, and the maintenance of a 
sociocultural system. The special problems implicit in this whole area of 
inquiry, the methods employed in the investigation of them, and the re- 
sults so far reported call for no comment here, since they have been 
widely discussed elsewhere [216, 74, 75, 101, 122, 2354]. 

If culture and personality studies have had any wider significance 
than their value as case studies, it lies in the fact that by directing atten- 
tion to the conditions under which primary processes in human adjust- 
ment occur, they raised further questions of general anthropological 
and psychological interest. Mainly, these investigations have been con- 
cerned with specific differences in personality structure and functioning 
which can be shown to be related to cultural differences, But implicit in 
these data are indications that universal dynamic processes are involved 
— processes which are related to the psychobiological nature of modern 
man as a species. There are implications of capacities which must be related 
to generic psychological attributes of Homo sapiens that have deep roots in 
the evolutionary process. All human individuals, through learning, be- 
come psychologically structured for participation in discrete sociocultural 
systems. On the other hand, the hominids, considered psychobiologically 
as an evolving group of primates, became the “creators” of culture in the 
generic sense. 

In conventional terminology, the psychological dimension of evolu- 
tion has long been phrased as the evolution of “mind.” But this 
terminology reflects the mentalistic concepts of an older period of psychol- 
ogy in which “mind,” “intelligence,” and “reason” were key terms. The 
fact that the psychological organization of the human being is just as 
much a function of his membership in an organized social group as it is a 
function of his inherited organic equipment was overlooked. John Dewey 
[51] emphasized this point prior to the initiation of culture and person- 
ality studies and before social psychology had assumed its present form. 
He said in 1917, “What we call ‘mind’ means essentially the working of 
certain beliefs and desires, and these in the concrete—in the only sense 
in which mind may be said to exist—are functions of associated behavior 
varying with the structure and operation of social groups.” Thus, instead 
of being viewed as “an antecedent and ready-made thing,” mind “repre- 
sents a reorganization of original activities through their operation in a 
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given environment. It is a formation, not a datum, a product and a cause 
only after it has been produced.””” 

One of the seminal contributions of the psychoanalysts—daily faced 
with people needing help in readjusting to their life situations—was 
hypothesizing a model of personality organization which was concep- 
tualized in “structural” terms. Whether we accept their particular model 
or not, it has proved useful in clinical practice. It has also been helpful in 
analyzing the dynamics of human behavior in sociocultural contexts of 
all sorts. In phylogenetic perspective, the psychoanalytic model of person- 
ality structure suggests that one of the things we must account for in 
human evolution is a generic type of personality-organization which did 
not exist at the earliest hominid level, not simply a “human mind” in 
the abstract. In the psychoanalytic model, the “rationality” of the human 
mind is counterbalanced by an irrationality linked with biologically 
rooted forces which are intelligible in an evolutionary perspective. In 
adopting the genetic point of view, psychoanalysts have shown concern 
for the universal process in the ontogenetic experiences of mankind 
which, in Freud’s thinking in particular, were closely related to: phylo- 
genetic developments. In consequence, evolution has always assumed a 
prominent position in the structure of psychoanalytic theory [183, pp. 
60, 69]. 

In principle, of course, anthropologists, like academic psychologists 
and psychoanalysts, have always been oriented to man as a whole. Conse- 
quently, explicit or implicit assumptions have been made about the 
nature of man. For a long period, anthropologists have assumed a 
psychic unity in man (i.e., Homo sapiens), although this has remained a 
vague concept. It has been one of the assumptions underlying the idea 
that all cultural and linguistic data are inherently comparable; it under- 
lies the notion that all races and peoples have the same capacity for 
cultural development and are equally capable of readjustment through 
culture change. Although Kroeber [131, p. 619] some years ago recorded 
his impression that “psychologists have become very unwilling to discuss 
the inherent psychic nature of man,” Asch asserts that “it is the goal 
of psychology to furnish a comprehensive doctrine of man, one that will 


® Allport observes: “What was formerly ascribed to the mind of the Volk [i.e., 
ethnic psychology] is now largely subsumed under the current concept of culture. 
‘Personality in culture’ promises to be a far more productive concept than the 
mind of the group’ has been” [5, p. 37]. y 

®He thinks that while the psychic unity of man “cannot be considered to be 
either a proved fact or an axiomatic principle . . . it is so overwhelmingly borne 
out by the run of total experience that the anthropologist or the sociologist feels 
warranted in assuming the principle of essential psychic unity as at least a sufficient 
approximation to truth, and to employ it as a working hypothesis, or at any rate as 
a convenient symbol” [131, p. 573]. 
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provide a tested foundation for the social sciences.” At the basis of these 
disciplines, he says, “there must be a comprehensive conception of human 
nature” [6, p. 5]."* Long before this, Radin had asked: 


Can we ever arrive at any satisfactory knowledge of what constitutes 
human nature? To say with Boas and so many ethnologists and sociologists 
that the culture picture hides this knowledge from us forever is a counsel of 
despair, Some significant light can surely be obtained, even if today the tech- 
nique for this type of investigation has not as yet been perfected. Here again, 
I feel that a psychoanalyst like Jung is on the correct trail [182, p. 267]. 


Anthropologists have by no means given up in despair. Spiro has dis- 
cussed psychic unity and human nature in terms of the distinctive char- 
acteristics of a human personality structure generic to man.'® However, 
discussion about human nature and the psychic unity of man has not 
confronted the problem in evolutionary terms, despite the fact that both 
anthropology and psychology assume that modern man is a product of 
biological evolution. The attributes of man’s psychic unity, or his human 
nature, have remained ambiguous. This is largely because the question of 
whether such attributes are not themselves the end product of earlier 
stages of hominid evolution has not been satisfactorily answered. Further- 
more, there are other vital questions which cannot be dissociated from the 
nature of human nature or the psychic unity of man when an evolu- 
tionary frame of reference is adopted. For instance, it was not so long ago 
that the late E. A. Hooton pointed out that considerable “difficulties 
have been encountered in formulating a scientific definition of man” 
[104, p. 1]. Does this term apply primarily to Homo sapiens as ordinarily 
used in the social and psychological sciences; if not, what other extinct 
genera or species of the hominids are to be included? Are our criteria 
morphological, or are they behavioral as well? 

The recent discovery of new fossil material now requires us to make 
distinctions in our terminology which are in accord with the paleonto- 
logical facts. Of the new material, the remains of the Australopithecines 
are of paramount importance. Their over-all dental morphology con- 
forms to that found in more advanced hominids. And, although their 
cranial capacity is lower than that of the more advanced hominids, they 
had achieved bipedal locomotion. Consequently these primates, associated 
with Villafranchian fauna of Lower Pleistocene date, are now placed 


* Discussing behaviorism, Asch finds Malinowski’s conception of human nature 
inadequate [6, p. 14]. Malinowski had written: “By human nature we mean the 
biological determinism which imposes on every civilization and on all individuals 
in it the carrying out of such bodily functions as breathing, sleep, rest, nutrition, ex- 
cretion, and reproduction” [155, p. 75]. 

"For a summary of changing opinions in anthropological thinking about human 
nature, sce [216, pp. 16-22]. 
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among the Hominidae. Structurally and behaviorally they represent an 
earlier level of hominid development than the Pithecanthropus group, 
once considered to represent the earliest-known hominid type [105, 144, 
145, 147, 242]. We now know that the earliest hominids were small- 
brained and newly bipedal. Large brains did not announce the advent of 
hominid evolution, as Sir G. Elliot Smith argued in 1912 and as Sir 
Arthur Keith did later with reference to Piltdown. “Recent finds of 
fossil men and other primates,” writes Straus, “indicate that it is the 
brain that was the evolutionary laggard in man’s phylogeny; indeed, the 
studies of Tilly Edinger of the phylogeny of the horse brain suggest that 
this may well be a general rule in mammalian evolution” [222, p. 370]. 
Darwin himself remarked, “We must bear in mind the comparative in- 
significance for classification of the great development of the brain in 
man” [quoted by Le Gros Clark, 145, p. 192]. 

In the light of this new knowledge, it is now apparent that the 
familiar terms “man” and “human” are colloquial terms. They are not 
equivalent to the zoological term Hominidae or to the adjectival form 
hominid. The australopithecines were early hominids, but they were not 
“human” in the sense that we are human. We represent the terminal 
product of hominid development. It is difficult now to make use of the 
colloquial term “man” in discussing evolution [144, pp. 6-9]. Our 
temporal predecessors in the zoological family Hominidae were not all 
“men” in the usual lay meaning of the term. This indicates a broadening 
of our knowledge, as well as the reality of the evolutionary process itself. 
In current zoological classification, the subfamily Homininae—as dis- 
tinguished from the subfamilies Oreopithecinae and Australopithecinae 
—serves to differentiate later from earlier groups of hominids. And the 
term euhominid is coming into use to designate “men”—both living and 
extinct—belonging to the most evolved group of the family Hominidae, 
the Homininae [see 108, pp. 137, 351, and Glossary; 91). Most specialists 
in the taxonomy and phylogeny of the primates are convinced that the 
australopithecines stand much nearer to the contemporary ancestors of 
man than any other group of primates. A 

Contemporary attention has been directed toward a more integral 
approach to the investigation of personality, society, and culture as ob- 
served in Homo sapiens, without reference to the fact that these inter- 
dependent variables occur in a species with a complex evolutionary 
history. Thus the question arises: Can a thorough comprehension of the 
nature of Homo sapiens be achieved without the perspective which an 
evolutionary frame of reference provides? Phylogenetically, we have to 
consider the gross morphological features which led to the initial hominid 
radiation and subsequent changes, such as the expansion of the brain, 
which imply important behavioral and psychological consequences. Onto- 
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genetically, we have to consider the question of neoteny and the social 
and psychological consequences of an extended period of dependency and 
the lengthening. of the life span. Socioculturally, we have to consider the 
social structures observed in living nonhominid primates in relation to the 
evolution of social organization in the hominids which eventuated in the 
eultural mode of adaptation familiar to us in Homo sapiens. The 
properties of nonlinguistic systems of communication and their relations 
to the attribute of speech in Homo sapiens are also relevant. Viewed 
ecologically, hominid adaptation—as compared with that of most other 
primates—is terrestrial; this involves questions concerning a change in 
food habits, the development of technology, and the localization of social 
groups and their interrelations (territorialism). 

Since culture, in the generic sense, has been said by anthropologists 
to be the crucial attribute that differentiates man from other primates, 
we must inquire whether all aspects of culture as observed in Homo 
sapiens came into being together at an early hominid stage. Did the 
australopithecines manufacture tools, speak, pray, exercise property 
rights, draw, paint, and recognize moral values? Is there any relation 
between the expansion of the brain and cultural adaptation? Are “half- 
brained? hominids as capable of cultural adaptation as those with an 
expanded cortex? Is speech a necessary condition for the earliest phases 
of cultural adaptation? And is there any relation between toolmaking, as 
contrasted with tool using, and speech? Do nonhominid primates show 
any traces of what has been called “culture” in Homo sapiens? And what 
of psychological structure? What kind of psychological capacities and 
mechanisms underlie a cultural mode of adjustment? And what is the 
relation between the development. of systems of social action in the 
primates and the emergence of cultural systems characterized by a 
normative orientation? 

i In this paper I have attempted to give the broad outlines of a con- 
junctive approach to human evolution. The organic, psychological, social, 
and cultural dimensions of the evolutionary process are taken into 
account as they are related to underlying conditions that are necessary 
and sufficient for a human level of existence. I have also devoted some 
attention to earlier opinions to bring into sharper focus the problems that 
need reconsideration in the light of contemporary knowledge. “Behavioral 
evolution” is, perhaps, the term which best defines the framework of a 
conjunctive approach. “Evolution” implies connected and continuing proc- 
esses of change and development in behavior as well as structure. Biolo- 
gists too are taking an increasing interest in behavioral evolution [191]. 
Some years ago, Nissen remarked that “one of the weakest links in the 
sciences dealing with evolution, the one most needed to strengthen its 
facts and theoretical framework is that dealing with behavior” [169, p- 
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106]. It is in behavioral perspective that we can best conceptualize the 
major categories of variables to be examined to determine the evolu- 
tionary status of Homo sapiens. Whether we consider hominid evolu- 
tion ecologically, socially, psychologically, or linguistically, behavior is 
the unifying center to which we must return at each adaptive level. As we 
proceed to higher leyels, we must consider new integrations of determi- 
nants brought about by potentialities for behavioral adaptations that did 
not previously exist, for example, the consequences of bipedal locomotion, 
the adoption of new food habits, the use and manufacture of tools, the 
expansion of the brain, the effects of a new level of pyschological integra- 
tion in the later hominids, and the role of speech in the symbolic media- 
tion and social relations. In the evolutionary process, differential be- 
havior patterns provide major clues to significant variables. Modern man 
represents a late stage in a complex chain of evolutionary events. His 
“human” nature and the varieties of psychological and cultural adjust- 
ments that we observe in culture and personality studies imply capacities 
that must be related to generic properties of Homo sapiens which have a 
long evolutionary history of their own. 

Any attack on problems of behavioral evolution, of course, has in- 
herent methodological difficulties. A direct observational approach at 
all stages is not possible. For the past, we can only make inferences and 
deductions from nonbehavioral data. But we can observe and compare 
the behavior of different species of living primates—with full appreciation 
of the fact that they represent their own specialized modes of adaptation. 
In the case of the hominids, archeological data provide us with both 
material products and the consequences of social interaction as it is ex- 
pressed in traditional usage (where the manufacture of tools can be 
established). But the archeologist is not concerned with the problem of 
behavioral evolution. His attention is chiefly directed to the forms, dis- 
tributions, and temporal relations of objects; from this, the early cultures 
of the euhominids can be inferred. Questions of behavioral evolution, on 
the other hand, force us to look behind the tool and ask questions which 
neither the archeologist nor the physical anthropologist can answer by a 
direct appeal to his data. Tools as products of behavior raise questions of 
another order. To account for a toolmaking tradition or the lack of one, 
we have to consider the psychobiological capacities which are a necessary 
condition of toolmaking; intervening variables have to be inferred. Such 
problems must be faced sooner or later; indeed, behavioral criteria 
frequently have been invoked in dealing with questions of human evolu- 
tion, but there has not been sufficient discussion of the psychological 
implications. Inevitably there will be different interpretations of the facts 
of behavioral evolution, but the areas of dispute will be narrowed with the 
accumulation of new data, 
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Darwinism helped to define and shape the problems of modern 
psychology as it did those of anthropology. An evolution of “mind” 
within the natural world of living organisms was envisaged. Now a 
bridge could be built to span the deep and mysterious chasm that 
separated man from other animals which, according to Descartian tradi- 
tion, must forever remain unbridged. Darwin himself explicitly set proc- 
esses of reasoning, long considered an exclusively human possession, in 
an evolutionary perspective and advanced an eyolationary interpretation 
of the facial and postural changes of man when expressing emotion [46, 
47)."° He argued that mental differences in the animal series present 
gradations that are quantitative rather than qualitative in nature. 

To A. R. Wallace, on the other hand, the evolution of the brain 
represented a sharp mutational development in man that permitted 
adaptive capacities far beyond those necessary for survival on a primitive 
level of human existence. He had had more intimate contacts with primi- 
tive peoples than Darwin, and was immensely impressed with their 
abilities. The position he took was a challenge to Darwin’s theory of 
natural selection. “Natural Selection,” Wallace wrote, “could only have 
endowed the savage with a brain a little superior to that of an ape, 
whereas he actually possesses one but very little inferior to that of the 
average members of our learned societies” [quoted in 56, p. 63]. Eiseley 
points out that, in 1864, Wallace “set forth the idea that with the rise of 
man, natural selection was ceasing to act upon the body and was coming 
to act almost solely upon the human intelligence. Man, he contended, 
was old and had attained the upright posture long before the final 
changes in the skull and brain which characterize our living species. 
Other animals had continued to change and modify under evolutionary 
pressure; in man, by contrast, all but mental evolution has largely 
ceased” [56; cf. 57, p. 306]. 

Although Darwin was later accused of gross anthropomorphism by 
some of his critics, he stimulated scholars to think and write about mental 
evolution. On the other hand, Wallace’s views were discounted because, 
in the end, he fell back upon a theological explanation. Romanes, a 
disciple of Darwin, coined the term “comparative psychology,” and it 
was not long before a phylogenetic dimension had been added to the 
program of scientific psychology. 


N "[Cf. 236.] Margaret Mead relates Darwin’s work to the developing interest in 
‘the non-verbal aspects of human communication—the new science of kinesics.” 

"His Animal Intelligence [193], published in 1883, “is the first comparative 
psychology that was ever written, and its author used this term believing that 
comparative psychology would come to rank alongside of comparative anatomy in 
importance” [20, p. 473]. 
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In its early stages, comparative psychology had little interest for 
anthropologists. Psychologists, in reaction against anecdotalism, demanded 
more rigorously controlled observations; lower mammals, such as the rat, 
and insects, became preferred laboratory subjects. Observational results, 
even though highly reliable, did not throw much light on the phylo- 
genetic roots of human psychology. It was only when laboratory studies 
of infrahuman primates, like the chimpanzee, initiated by Yerkes, 
Köhler, and Schultz, developed to a high point that they engaged anthro- 
pological interest [252, pp. 289-301]. Henry Nissen’s [165] pioneer field 
observations of the chimpanzee were published in 1931; the studies of 
C. R. Carpenter [25, 26, 27, 28] on New and Old World monkeys and 
the gibbon followed shortly. A new body of information on nonhominid 
primates began to accumulate. We now have reliable data on a few 
samples of the ecology and organization of primate societies [for bibliog- 
raphy to 1957, see 31] supplementing behavioral observations made 
under laboratory conditions. At the present time, experimental research 
on nonhominid primates is also expanding [e.g., 82, p. 273]. While 
hitherto both kinds of studies were made by psychologists, a few anthro- 
pologists (e.g., Imanishi, Washburn, and De Vore) have now begun to 
study nonhominid primates in the field. 

Also under the stimulus of Darwin’s ideas as applied to man his- 
torians, economists, sociologists, linguists, cultural anthropologists, and 
others began to apply evolutionary ideas to human institutions on a wide 
scale. Language, religion, art, marriage and the family, law, and eco- 
nomic organization were studied comparatively to discover whether 
orderly development sequences could be established. These efforts, how- 
ever, were chiefly confined to developments in a single species of the 
Hominidae—Homo sapiens. Fossil material and archeological remains 
were scanty at the time, and field studies of nonhominid primates living 
in their native state were nonexistent. Besides, the evolutionary hypothesis 
was closely linked with the older idea of progress as it was applied by 
social scientists and humanists. This reinforced the reconstruction of series 
of unilinear stages which more or less paralleled the concept of ortho- 
genesis in biology. In this form, theories of social and cultural evolution 
persisted into the early years of this century. 

Since it was assumed that processes of evolution were not confined to 
the organic sphere alone, a corollary psychological question arose in con- 
junction with the attempts to establish the stages of cultural evolution in 
man’s long struggle from savagery to civilization. Could it not be shown 
that in the cultures of present-day nonliterate peoples there was mirrored 
4 reflection of primitive mind? J. G. Frazer, who adhered to the re- 
capitulation theory, was among those who explicitly linked this problem 
with the generic question of mental evolution. He thought that ethno- 
graphic data were relevant, as were studies of the ontogenetic develop- 
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ment of the child and of patients in mental hospitals. He said that “this 
comparative study of the mind of man is thus analogous to the compara- 
tive study of his body which is undertaken by anatomy and physiology” 
[65, p. 586]."* But when unilinear stages of cultural evolution were re- 
jected by most twentieth-century anthropologists, the notion of “primitive 
mind” as applied to nonliterate peoples collapsed with them. ‘The con- 
clusion was drawn that culture change and development in Homo sapiens 
is not primarily linked with an evolution in mentality. Outside of anthro- 
pology, the more inclusive concept of genetically determined mental evo- 
lution—in so far as it was based on the theory of recapitulation in its 
original extreme form—became generally defunct with the rejection of 
this theory by biologists [48, chap. 1; 75, pp. 167-170; 76, chap. 2). 
Wayne Dennis has written — 


. it would not be inaccurate to say that developmental psychology began 
with a theory—the theory of recapitulation. Child psychology, the most pro- 
ductive segment of developmental psychology, began shortly after the pro- 
mulgation of the theory of evolution when all scientific minds were inflamed 
by this great conceptual achievement [50, p. 2]. 


But after the movement had arrived at the “concise hypothesis” that 
“ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny,” its decline was imminent. “The 
evolutionary viewpoint had seemed to open up wide unconquered vistas 
to child psychology. On closer approach, these beckoning plains proved 
to be inhabited only by insubstantial figures and retreating will-o’-the- 
wisps. There was not a testable hypothesis in the entire landscape.” While 
some psychologists of an older generation—men like G. Stanley Hall and 
J. M. Baldwin—had adopted the theory of recapitulation and made it 
an integral part of their thinking, as did Frazer and Freud, this working 
hypothesis is not a necessary assumption of “developmental psychology.” 
Heinz Werner [244, p. 3] points out that the concept— 


tae is perfectly clear if this term is understood to mean a science concerned 
with the development of mental life and determined by a specific method 
[ie., the observation of psychologists, when they employ this term, refers 
only to ontogenesis] . . . . The mental development of the individual is, 
however, but one theme in genetic psychology. [Related to it] is the develop- 
mental study of larger social unities, a field of interest intimately linked with 
anthropology and best known by the name of ethnopsychology. The question 
of the development of the human mentality, if not arbitrarily limited, must 
lead further to an investigation of the relation of man to animal and, in 
consequence, to an animal psychology oriented according to developmental 
theory [244, p. 3]. F 

"In this paper Frazer expresses a preference for “the more general name of 
mental anthropology,” rather than “social anthropology” for the division of the 
subject in which he worked. 
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Thus the psychological dimension of evolution, which to Darwin was an 
integral part of the total evolutionary process and of vital significance for 
our comprehension of man’s place in nature, fell into abeyance. 

It is true that animal psychologists continued to investigate some 
problems comparatively; but special areas of investigation, such as learn- 
ing behavior in rats, emerged into the foreground, while a primary focus 
on evolutionary questions as such receded. Schneirla, in a review of 
trends in comparative psychology, emphasizes the fact that “most Amer- 
ican animal psychologists at present seem to be really non-evolutionary 
minded, in the sense that they show no special zeal to find how man 
differs mentally from lower animals and vice versa, but rather focus 
strenuously on general problems without much attention to phyletic 
lines” [204, p. 563]. 

In anthropology, the rejection of nineteenth-century unilinear theories 
of cultural evolution, along with the notion of a demonstable level of 
primitive mentality in Homo sapiens, meant that evolution, once so in- 
clusively conceived, was effectively reduced to investigations in the area 
of physical anthropology. Physical anthropologists, moreover, concerned 
themselves chiefly with morphological problems, not behavior. Only re- 
cently has a shift in interest become apparent. J. S. Weiner, reader in 
physical anthropology at Oxford, in an appraisal of the field, writes: 


There is one large baffling topic on which our evolutionary insight still 
remains very meagre—the emergence of the peculiar attributes of human 
intelligence, temperament, and social organization. Wide as the morphologi- 
cal gap is between men and apes, we know there are distant ancestral links 
between them, How far is this apparent also in the working of the brain, and 
in behavior? . . . It remains an unfortunate fact that of all aspects of 
physical anthropology this one, which carries so much promise to the 
sociologist and social psychologist no less than to the human biologist, should 
at the present time be the most neglected of all fields of study [243, pp. 34- 
35]. 

At the same time, the fact that so many twentieth-century anthropol- 
ogists were preoccupied with culture led to a somewhat paradoxical 
situation, While continuing to give lip service to organic evolution, they 
held a crucial evolutionary issue in abeyance. Culture was taken for 
ogists, reviewed by Hinde (95). Lashley in his 
f the ethologists, Instinctive Behavior [200), 
of instinctive activity among related 


* Gf. the investigations of ethol 
introduction to the classical papers © 
hotes on p. ix: “They have traced patterns 


species and have shown that behavior may be as clear an index of phylogenetic 


relationship as are physical structures.” In contrast with American psychologists, 
these zoologists have focused their attention upon instinctive rather than learned 
behavior, and their observations have been made in the field rather than the labora- 
tory. The chief animal groups studied so far have been invertebrates and lower 


vertebrates [see also 228, 229). 
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granted and stressed as the unique possession of Homo sapiens and of 
earlier types of hominines, dating far back to the Pleistocene. The chief 
evidence was the association of tools with these early euhominids. In the 
1920s, Kroeber’s paper on “Sub-human Cultural Beginnings” [129] was 
practically unique. So far as Homo sapiens was concerned, it was as- 
sumed that all living races possessed equally the necessary psychological 
capacities for acquiring culture. Culture, as an attribute of all human 
Societies, was abstracted and studied as such. Culture “traits,” “com- 
plexes,” and “patterns” became key terms. This preoccupation with cul- 
ture led to a re-creation of the old gap between man and the other 
primates—the gap which, it had been thought, the adoption of an evolu- 
tionary frame of reference would bridge. The repeated emphasis given to 
speech and culture as unique characteristics of man sidestepped the es- 
sence of the evolutionary problem.?° Distinctive characteristics of the 
most highly evolved primate were asserted without any reference to the 
prior capabilities, conditions, or events in the evolutionary process that 
made these distinctive characteristics possible. For unless culture and 
speech be conceived as sudden and radical emergents, they must be 
rooted in behavioral processes which cannot be considered apart from 
behavioral evolution any more than the distinctive structural character- 
istics of man can be considered apart from morphological evolution. Un- 
less the nature of such linkages is established, one must ask how far the 
emphasis on distinctive attributes of man has advanced understanding of 
his evolutionary position in the animal series beyond the descriptive 
epithets of an earlier day. One thinks of such characterizations of man 
as the rational animal, the toolmaking animal, the cooking animal, the 
laughing animal, the animal who makes pictures, or animal symbolicus. 
All these characterizations stress man’s differences from other living 
creatures. Like the criteria of culture and speech, they emphasize dis- 
continuity rather than the continuity inherent in the evolutionary process. 

A statement made by Carpenter a few years ago clearly articulates 
an Opposition to any such sharp descriptive dichotomization between 
man and other primates, He said he found untenable a number of as- 
sumptions that seemed acceptable to many of his colleagues. One of these 
was that “the phenomena known as ‘mind,’ language, society, culture 
and ‘values’ exist exclusively on the level of human evolution” [30, p 

” The emphasis on uniqueness has an analogy in earlier discussions of man’s 
biological status. “The opposition to Darwin’s thesis of the evolutionary origin of 
man,” Le Gros Clark points out, “naturally led his critics to search for anatomical 
characters in which the human body could be said to be ‘unique, thus providing 
arguments for removing man in any system of classification as far as possible from 
other mammals (especially the apes), In some cases, indeed, these arguments were 
pushed to an extreme of absurdity, which today we are apt to find rather astonish- 
ing” [145, p. 186]. Reference is made to the wrangle over “hippocampus minor.” 
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93]. And Hebb and Thompson say that “exposure to a group of adult 
chimpanzees gives one the overwhelming conviction that one is dealing 
with an essentially human set of attitudes and motivations” [90, p. 543]. 
Thus, while cultural anthropologists have continued to render formal 
homage to the idea of evolution, its significance has not been actively 
pursued. The statements of Carpenter and Hebb and Thompson should 
remind us that there remain crucial evolutionary questions which trans- 
cend the old problem of unilinear stages of cultural development in 
Homo sapiens and the morphological problems dealt with by physical 
anthropologists. 

Some years ago Le Gros Clark, referring to the question of the 
zoological classification of the australopithecines, said: 


Taxonomic difficulties of this sort, of course, are bound to arise as dis- 
coveries are made of fossils of a seemingly transitional type, and with the in- 
creasing perfection of the fossil record, probably the differentiation of man 
from ape will ultimately have to rest on a functional rather than an anatomic 
basis, the criterion of humanity being the ability to speak and make tools 
(143, p. 73]. 


We must ask, then, what special capacities and conditions underlie the 
phenomena of speaking and toolmaking. Effective use of such criteria is 
hardly possible without considering what these capacities and conditions 
may be. For, as Nissen observes, “To say that man differs from the other 
primates in his capacity for tool-making and language is not very useful 
until we have identified the mechanisms and processes which produce 
these complex end results” [169, p. 102]. We cannot depend on the 
evidence from human paleontology and archeology alone. In so far as 
speech is concerned, it is now known that reliable inferences cannot be 
made from brain anatomy [188, p. 92]. Furthermore, it seems doubtful 
that speech as observed in Homo sapiens possesses properties as a system 
of communication which can be treated as a phenomenal unity in phylo- 
genetic perspective. The question is: How far can speech actually be pro- 
jected into the past? Do we not have to know more than we now know 
about the properties of nonlinguistic systems of communication at sub- 
human levels in order to understand the position of speech in behavioral 
evolution? 

Critchley notes that Sir Arthur Keith “believed that the faculty of 
speech could be traced back as far as Neanderthal man, but no further,” 
although his anatomical evidence was not very convincing [42, p. 304]. 
On the other hand, L. S. Palmer, “basing his opinion upon the 
anatomical characteristics of the mandible,” argues that perhaps the 
australopithecines could speak. The kind of evidence advanced in both 
instances seems even more indirect than older inferences from the details 
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of endocranial casts, regarding which F. Weidenreich once said that this 
sort of evidence is no more reliable than any other form of phrenology. 
However, it is of some interest to note that whereas in the past speech 
was often given great historical depth, in recent years it is being argued 
by some [e.g., J. B. S. Haldane, 72, and R. J. Pumphrey, 180] that it is 
a very, very recent development. What may prove to be a more positive 
approach to the anatomical basis of the evolution of speech has been fol- 
lowed by Du Bruhl [53], who has considered the anatomical changes in 
the oral anatomy brought about by erect posture. Reviewing this author's 
book, H. L. Shapiro says: 


Standing erect, he shows, shortened the length of the oral cavity, in- 
creased its angulation with the neurocranium, moved forward the foramen 
magnum and along with it, the position of the throat. These adaptive modifi- 
cations, resulting from postural changes, have limited the space between chin 
and throat and have led to a drastic alteration in the laryngo-velar relations. 
As an accidental by-product of these anatomical arrangements, expelled air 
has been given access to the oral cavity where the formation of distinctive 
and varied sounds becomes possible through tongue movements established 
in feeding habits. Invoking “opportunism” and the “selective premium’ of 
established neural mechanisms put to the new use of speech, Du Bruhl offers 
a concept that envisages the possibility that speech could have evolved at a 
very early stage of hominid evolution [214]. 


In Schneirla’s [204, p. 582] opinion, an adequate comparative study 
of group communicative behavior “is long overdue, particularly to clarify 
the relationships of concepts such as ‘sign,’ ‘signal,’ and ‘symbol,’ as well 
as the criteria of ‘language,’ all of which appear to suffer from a heavy 
load of speculation and a minimum of systematic research” [cf. 41; 24, 
p. 156 ff]. Perhaps expanding research in the area of “paralanguage” in 
man, as defined by Trager [231], may provide some new leads. 

Hockett has recently pointed out that— 


+. part of the problem of differentiating Man from the other animals is 
the problem of describing how human language differs from any kind of 
communicative behavior carried on by non-human or pre-human species. 
Until we have done this, we cannot know how much it means to assert that 
only Man has the power of speech [97, p. 570] 


He has approached the problem by identifying seven “key properties” of 
the speech of Homo sapiens and comparing them with the available data 
on nonhuman systems of communication. Hockett discovered that there 
was considerable overlapping in the properties selected, although they 
did “not recur, as a whole set, in any known non-human communicative 
system” [97, p. 574]. This suggests that the combination of properties 
that characterize Speech, those “design-features” which “seem to be of 
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crucial importance in making it possible for language to do what it does” 
[98, p. 32], did not arise full blown. It is argued that this assemblage of 
properties, as related to man’s lineage, “could not have emerged in just 
any temporal sequence. Some of them either unquestionably or with high 
likelihood imply the prior existence of some of the others” [97, p. 581]. 
Consequently, Hockett is led to suggest a tentative evolutionary recon- 
struction. 

In a later article (1960) which is illustrated by many clearly designed 
charts and tables, Hockett says: 


Although the comparative method of linguistics, as has been shown, 
throws no light on the origin of language, the investigation may be furthered 
by a comparative method modeled on that of the zoologist. The frame of 
reference must be such that all languages look alike when viewed through it, 
but such that within it human language as a whole can be compared with 
the communicativé systems of other animals, especially the other hominoids, 
man’s closest living relatives, the gibbons and great apes. The useful items 
for this sort of comparison cannot be things such as the word for “sky”; 
languages have such words, but gibbon calls do not involve words at all. Nor 
can they be even the signal for “danger,” which gibbons do have. Rather, 
they must be the basic features of design that can be present or absent in any 
communicative system, whether it be a communicative system of humans, 
of animals or of machines [99, p. 89]. 


In his earliest paper, the author identified seven design features. In this 
article he discusses thirteen. 


It is probably safe to assume that nine of the thirteen features were al- 
ready present in the vocal-auditory communication of the protohominids— 
just the nine that are securely attested for the gibbons and humans of today. 
That is, there were a dozen or so distinct calls, each the appropriate vocal 
response (or vocal part of the whole response) to a recurrent and biologically 
important type of situation: the discovery of food, the detection of a 
predator, sexual interest, need for maternal care, and so on. The problem 
of the origin of speech, then, is that of trying to determine how such a sys- 
tem could have developed the four additional properties of displacement, 
productivity and full-blown traditional transmission. Of course, the full story 
involves a great deal more than communicative behavior alone. The develop- 
ment must be visualized as occurring in the context of the evolution of the 
primate horde into the primitive society of food-gatherers and hunters, an 
integral part, but a part, of the total evolution of behavior [99, p. 92]. 


One of the key properties of a human system of communication is 
“cultural transmission,””' a property absent in the communication sys- 


~“ Hockett [98, p. 36] says: “A behavior pattern is transmitted culturally if it is 
not only learned but taught, and if the teaching behavior, whatever it may be, is 
also learned rather than genetically transmitted” [97, pp. 579-580]. 
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tems of primates and other animals. This factor becomes highly significant 
chronologically and, I think, has wider implications than those developed 
by Hockett. He suggests, in effect, that although learning and the social 
transmission of habits, or what he calls a “thin sort” of culture, may have 
existed at a very early stage in the development of the higher primates, 
the associated system of communication that prevailed may have oper- 
ated without “cultural transmission” [97, p. 36]. In other words, what I 
prefer to call a “protocultural” stage may have been chronologically prior 
to speech but not, of course, to some other system of communication. The 
evolutionary significance of this chronology as adapted to communication 
lies in the fact that the conditions which permitted a protocultural stage 
to develop were, at the same time, among the necessary prerequisites of a 
communication system characterized by the total assemblage of proper- 
ties considered by Hockett. 

This kind of evolutionary inquiry is, of course, a far cry from carlier 
approaches, particularly those which began by concentrating on the 
problem of “primitive” languages spoken by Homo sapiens. These 
proved as fruitless as attempts to discover evidence of “primitive mind” 
in our species. These failures, however, may have helped to expose 
genuine evolutionary problems more clearly, Hockett’s approach per- 
mits us to have a fresh look at speech in greater evolutionary depth. 
And by direct observation, we know that whereas some of the great apes 
have been able to acquire a “thin sort” of human culture when closely 
associated with members of our species, they do not have the capacity 
to acquire and use our distinctive form of linguistic communication, even 
when systematically motivated [e.g., 88, chap. 8]. There seems little reason 
to doubt that psychological capacities of crucial importance lay back of 
the ultimate emergence among the hominids of a characteristic system of 
communication. While this system shared some design features with that 
of _honhominid primates, capacities that transcended those of other 
primates permitted the development and integration of novel features. 
These, in turn, resulted in the functional potentialities of speech as we 
know it in Homo sapiens. 

Man has long been defined as the “toolmaker.” Yet if tools are taken 
as an index of a human Status, considerable preliminary analysis is re- 
quired to make this criterion useful, Oakley [170, 171, 172, 173] has 
been more precise than previous writers in his Man, the Tool Maker 
[170]. Nevertheless, an English biologist, Pumphrey, has remarked that 
“ ‘Subman, the Implement Maker would have been a more accurate 
if less impressive title at least for the first half of his book.” Pumphrey 
sees “no valid reason for assigning intellect to a maker of implements. 
- + . The web of a garden-spider and the nest of a chaffinch are highly 
fabricated implements,” whereas genuine tools, which he thinks cannot 
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be assigned to early members of the Hominidae, “were made in order 
to make something else with them” [180, pp. 27-28]. Even if we define 
the tool concept in terms of some very general adaptive function, without 
further analysis it is not very useful for making distinctions in an evolu- 
tionary frame of reference. Bartholomew and Birdsell say, “In contrast 
to all other mammals, the larger arboreal primates are, in a sense, tool- 
users in their locomotion [since,] as they move through the maze of the 
tree tops, their use of branches anticipates the use of tools in that they 
routinely employ levers and angular movements” [8, pp. 482-483], which 
is a very broad interpretation of tool using. These authors draw the con- 
clusion, moreover, that “protohominids were dependent on the ure of 
tools for survival.” 

There is ample evidence that both biologists and psychologists have 
had their own difficulties in dealing with the question: What constitutes 
tool-using? [e.g., 166; 227, pp. 109, 332]. And because the phenomenon 
of “tool using” is not confined to the primates alone, it is necessary to 
understand the varying factors that underlie what has been called “tool 
using” in other animals, to interpret properly the phenomenon of tool 
using in the behavioral evolution of the primates and the differential 
factors that made toolmaking possible as a unique development within 
the hominids, 

In psychological experiments with infrahominid primates, “instru- 
mentation,” as it is usually called, includes piling boxes to secure food, 
the manipulation of sticks to achieve a similar goal, or pole vaulting. 
Interestingly, high proficiency in instrumentation under laboratory condi- 
tions appears to be a function of previous experience in related situations. 
Harlow, referring to Köhler’s earlier construct of “insight learning,” says, 
“Insightful behavior on instrumentation problems apparently occurs only 
in animals that have had previous opportunity for experience in related 
Situations” [81, p. 217]. However, it is individual learning rather than 
social learning that is involved in “tool using” of this order. Sultan’s suc- 
cess in “making” a tool was a unique individual achievement. Nissen 
says, “The nearest thing to the manufacture of tools in the ordinary sense 
seen in primates is the observation reported by Kohler of a chimpanzee 
fitting together two short sticks in order to make a long one. This ob- 
servation has not been repeated” [166, p. 562]. 

While there would seem to be no question of the capacity of some 
primates to use tools as a means of achieving a desired goal when suf- 
ficiently motivated, this potentiality is only one of the prerequisites for 
a more highly developed stage of tool using. However, it seems quite 
likely that, under natural conditions, some rudimentary habits of tool 
using in the narrower rather than the broadest sense may have been in- 
dividually learned and socially transmitted in nonhominid or early 
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hominid groups. If so, this would exemplify what I have called a “proto- 
cultural” stage [77]. Nevertheless, the conditions operative at such a stage 
in primate groups are not in themselves sufficient to account for the still 
more advanced level of toolmaking. If the latter is invoked as a func- 
tional criterion for human Status, we need to do more than differentiate 
between tool using and toolmaking. We must ask whether toolmaking 
presupposes a higher order of psychological structuralization and func. 
tioning than tool using; whether it implies a social system different from 
that of nonhominid primates, or a different system of communication.” 

Toolmaking as observed in Homo sapiens is a skilled act—learned ina 
social context where speech exists and usually performed with reference 
to a purposeful use at some future time. Many years ago, Kroeber noted 
the chimpanzee’s inability “outside of posed problems to manufacture 
tools or lay them aside for the future” [129, p. 336]. And Linton noted 
the anticipatory dimension of the human toolmaking situation. “This 
indicates,” he said, “a distinct type of psychology, the realization of opera- 
tion [sic] in the time stream, which no other animal shows. I think this 
is the point, actually, where the human mind emerges, even more than in 
the capacity for reorganization of experience we call ‘thinking’ ” [225, 
p. 266]. Straus observes, “Man is peculiar in the extent to which he lives 
in the three dimensions of time. It is this peculiarity that gives use to his 
remarkable degree of foresight or anticipation which is perhaps best ex- 
pressed in tool-making, to use this term in its broadest sense” [221, p. 
133]. Therefore, when interpreting the archeological evidence, do we not 
have to make up our minds whether toolmaking necessitates a sense of 
self-orientation in time—and possibly institutionalized property rights 
which assure continued control over the tool? 

When we have direct evidence of the persistence of characteristic 
techniques of manufacture and tool styles, as well as evidence of innova- 
tion or invention (i.e., a toolmaking tradition), we have indexes to a 
human level of cultural adaptation. But this involves far more than tool- 

* [See 24.] In 1937, Grace A. de Laguna [49] argued that “it is scarcely 
credible, even aside from the more theoretical psychological considerations, that 
the art of chipping stone implements could have been developed by men who had 
not yet learned to speak.” In a later unpublished manuscript, de Laguna has ex- 
pressed her thought by saying: “Homo faber is Homo cogitans.” Compare Révész 
[188, PP. 92-93], who equates Homo faber with Homo loquens. Compare Vallois, 
who points out that toolmaking, “un phénomène essentiel de Phominisation cul- 
turelle,” undoubtedly was preceded by an earlier stage of utilization . . . “qui 
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making per se or mere social transmission. Heinz Hartmann, in discussing 
the “reality principle” in human adaptation, points out that it— 


. implies something essentially new, namely the familiar function of 
anticipating the future, orienting our actions according to it and correctly 
relating means and ends to each other. It is an ego function and, surely, an 
adaptation process of the highest significance. We may assume that ego 
development enters this process as an independent variable, though naturally 
the ego function involved may secondarily yield pleasure” [87, pp. 42-43]. 


If toolmaking is interpreted as an early indication of the reality principle, 
involving ego functions among other things, a psychological dimension 
could then be added to our conceptualization of the personality structure 
of early hominids which would be correlative with the point made by 
Linton [225, p. 266] and Straus [221, p. 133]. 

The more perplexing evolutionary problems arise in cases where the 
material evidence is ambiguous. The problem is particularly difficult 
where the early hominids responsible for the archeological remains had 
a smaller cranial capacity than later hominids of the Middle Pleistocene 
and after. At first, the general opinion prevailed that the bipedal 
australopithecines of Villafranchian age were not toolmakers, although 
Dart maintained that, in addition to their hominoid anatomical char- 
acters, “they were human in employing skeletal parts to subserve the 
function of implements in the business of obtaining and preparing . . . 
food, in getting and dividing it” [44, p. 335]. With the Leakeys’ recent 
discovery of Zinjanthropus boisei, however, dated as upper Villafranchian 
and classified as a new genus of the Australopithecinae [141, 142; cf. 
239], the fact of toolmaking in one genus of this group is now established. 
For, in this case, the discovery is unique in that the hominid remains were 
excavated from a living site, where they were associated with pebble tools 
of Oldowan type, along with the broken bones of small animals which 
had apparently been eaten. Consequently, as Howell says, “the new 
australopithecine from Olduvai Gorge represents the oldest fully authenti- 
cated toolmaker so far known” [106; see also 105]. : k 

These new empirical facts serve to sharpen an old question : What is 
the relation between brain size and the psychological capacities for 
cultural adaptation as we know it in Homo sapiens? Although no final 
answer can be given at present, Le Gros Clark, writing prior to the dis- 
covery referred to above, has reminded us that the range of variability in 
the cranial capacity of modern man is very wide (900 cc.-2,300 cc.) 
and that “while the cranial capacity of fossil hominids can give informa- 
tion on the brain volume, it provides no information on the complexity 
of organization of the nervous tissue of which it was composed” [147, p. 
312; cf. 175]. Oakley raises the question, is it possible that 
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. systematic tool-making arose, not gradually as most nineteenth-century 
evolutionists led us to imagine, but suddenly and spread rapidly? . . . The 
earliest tools and weapons would have been improvisations with whatever 
lay ready to hand. Although the hominids must have begun as occasional 
tool-users, ultimately they were only able to survive in the face of rigorous 
natural selection by developing a system of communication among them- 
selves which enabled cultural tradition to take the place of heredity. At this 
point systematic tool-making replaced casual tool-using, and it may be that 
this change-over took place in the australopithecine stage. It would not be 
surprising, in view of the close correlation between culture and cerebral 
development, if there had been at this stage intense selection in favour of 
larger brains, with the result that the transition from the small-brained 
Australopithecus to the larger-brained Pithecanthropus took place in a 
comparatively short space of time [174, p. 207]. 


Washburn has indicated that there may be chronological questions that 
will have to be considered, that is, the sequential development of tool 
using, toolmaking, speech, and a fully developed cultural mode of ad- 
aptation. It may be, he says, that— 


tool use requires much less brain than does speech and might have started as 
soon as the hands were freed from locomotor functions. Oral traditions essen- 
tial for complicated human society probably were not possible with less than 
700 or 800 cc. of brain, and there is no likelihood that elaborate traditions 
of tool making are possible at lesser capacities, although simple pebble tools 
might well be [240, p. 432: p. 428, table]. 


This brief discussion of speech and tools as behavioral criteria of 
a human status has, I hope, indicated some of the preliminary problems 
met with in applying them. The evolutionary problem becomes even 
more complicated if, to begin with, we attempt to operate with the 
concept of culture as the criterion of a human status—that “complex 
whole” of Tylor’s classic definition which, he said, is acquired by in- 
dividuals as members of society. How can we apply such an abstract 
generic concept, derived from empirical observations of a very concrete 
nature, in any meaningful analysis of the developmental aspects of 
human evolution and adaptation? 

Wissler tried to solve the problem by assuming the phenomenal unity 
of what he called a “universal pattern” of culture.” His solution was 
reductionistic. He projected this pattern—including speech—full-fledged 
from the properties he conceived the “germ plasm” to possess. “The pat- 
tern for culture is just as deeply buried in the germ plasm of man as the 
bee pattern in the bee,” he said. “The human pattern... . is a part, if 
not the whole, of man’s inborn behavior... . . Man builds cultures be- 


s Referred to by Kroeber as “that seed lightly tossed out by Wissler that has 
never germinated” [134, p. 198]. 
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cause he cannot help it, there is a drive in his protoplasm that carries him 
forward even against his will” [251, pp. 264-265]. Wissler, however, did 
not specify any particular genus or species of the Hominidae. He did not 
say whether the same universal pattern for culture was embedded alike in 
the genes of Pithecanthropus and Homo, and, at the time he wrote, the 
problem presented by the australopithecines had not yet arisen. While it is 
doubtful that any simple biologistic approach to the evolutionary roots of 
culture can be any more fruitful than preformationistic theories in biology, 
at the same time it must be recognized that Wissler was grappling with a 
genuine problem. It seemed clear to him that, despite the plasticity of the 
behavior of Homo sapiens and the varying traits, complexes, and patterns 
of different cultures, there were constant and recurrent categories of cul- 
ture that transcended any particular mode of cultural adaptation. 

Thirty years later Kluckhohn, discussing the question of universal 
categories of culture, pointed out that, although in the earlier history of 
anthropology there were those who recognized universal categories for a 
decade or more before Wissler and for an even longer period sub- 
sequently— 


The attention of anthropologists throughout the world appears to have 
been directed overwhelmingly to the distinctiveness of each culture and to 
the differences in human custom as opposed to the similarities. The latter, 
where recognized, were explained historically rather than in terms of the 
common nature of man and certain invariant properties in the human situa- 


tion [127, p. 511]. 


The point I wish to stress here is that there are inescapable psycho- 
logical as well as evolutionary questions raised by “cultural universals,” 
once such phenomena are in any way thought to be related to the nature 
of man and the human situation. Even if we do not accept Wissler’s 
“universal pattern” concept as such or his reductive explanation, he was 
correct in viewing universals in phylogenetic perspective. Jung’s theory of 
archetypes is focused upon the same problem of universals, couched in 
psychocultural terms. His remark that man is probably “born with a 
specifically human mode of (general) behavior and not with that of a 
hippopotamus or with none at all” [120, p. 436] sounds much like 
Wissler. Jung’s aim in exploring what he has called the “collective” un- 
conscious, as distinguished from the repressed unconscious of Freudian 
thinking, has been to develop a hypothesis to explain recurrent and 
presumably generic psychic phenomena which manifest themselves in 
art, myths, dreams, psychoses, and other ways. Archetypes are psychic 
Propensities or dispositions which are part of a human psychobiological 
heritage seen both in a historical and phylogenetic perspective. How, 
when, where, and in what particular form archetypes are concretely 
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manifested depends upon many variables [121, pp. 292-294; see also 
117]. Jung’s reference to Wundt's rejection of Bastian’s Elementarge- 
danken as part of a common psychological heritage of man savors of the 
same attitude that we find expressed by anthropologists concerned more 
with cultural differences than cultural universals [120, p- 377]. 


in cultural-historical terms. Furthermore, it seems probable that a closer 
examination would indicate that some of them, at least, point directly to 


which occur “in every culture known to history or ethnography” [163, p. 
124]. Among the many items he lists is “eschatology.” It is a particularly 


In the light of our Present anatomical and archeological evidence, 


asserting that “the Structure and functioning of human personality 
Constitutes man’s universal human nature, psychologically viewed. Its 


universality is not only descriptively true; it is analytically true, as well. 
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In the absence of human personality there could be no human culture” 
[218, p. 29]. In phyletic perspective human nature is, then, the conse- 
quence of an evolutionary process. However conceptualized, it cannot be 
attributed to the earliest hominids in any meaningful sense. In a psycho- 
logical frame of reference, a human personality structure did not arise as 
a sudden mutation in the evolution of the hominids any more than a 
saltatory constellation of anatomical traits suddenly gave rise to man.” 
Howells said a number of years ago: 


Heretofore we have been given to talking about “the appearance of 
man”—the tyranny of terminology—as if he had suddenly been promoted 
from colonel to brigadier general, and had a date of rank. It is now evident 
that the first hominids were small-brained, newly bipedal, proto-Australopith 
hominoids, and that what we have always meant by “man” represents later 
forms of this group with secondary adaptations in the direction of large 
brains and modified skeletons of the same form [107]. 


Analogically, it is equally doubtful whether we should any longer 
talk in terms of the “appearance of culture,” as if culture, along with 
“man,” had suddenly leaped into existence. Moreover, if the ancestral 
hominids were at all like the australopithecines, it seems unlikely that 
they could have had a system of communication that was fully the 
equivalent of human speech.** There is no positive evidence, it might also 
be noted, that they had fire [176]. Further discoveries and analysis, no 
doubt, will illuminate the nature of their toolmaking, particularly with 
respect to the degree of tool differentiation and standardization of 
technique and form which prevailed. In the light of our present knowl- 
edge, we can attribute neither a fully developed cultural mode of adapta- 
tion nor a human personality structure to all the Hominidae. ‘ 

Thus, instead of assuming that culture possessed a phenomenal unity 
from the start and trying to identify its existence in the past, it seems 


“See Washburn’s important paper [237], also Heberer’s article [91]. Heberer 
writes: “Wir dürfen wohl sagen, dass, wie bereits Nehring (1895) vermutete und 
heute vielfältig werden kann... der Mensch ‘zuerst mit den unteren Ex- 
tremitäten Mensch geworden’ ist. Die Erwerbung des Bipedalismus schuf die 
Vorbedingung für die definitive Hominisation durch Cerebralization. Ein prono- 
grades Wesen konnte keinen humanen Status erreichen, ebensowenig wie dies 
einem Brachiator möglich war” [91, p. 537]. And “Die Hominisation begann mit 
dem Eisetzen des evolutiven Trends, der zur Erwerbung des Bipedalism und zur 
Reduktion des Gebisses mit fortschreitendem Ersatz der Zähne durch die Hände 
(Instrumentalhilfen) führte, Mit diesen Erwerbungen wurde die kritische Phase 
erreicht, in der sich die Ubergang vom subhumanen zur humanen Zustand volbezog 
[ef. 145, p. 196]. i m 

* Oakley [172] does not think it necessary to assume that the earliest homini 
tool users, or even toolmakers possessed speech. He likewise believes that a system 
of gestural communication preceded speech [171]. 
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more fruitful to consider certain aspects of behavioral evolution that are 
noncultural in nature, but which are among the indispensable conditions 
that made cultural adaptation possible in the later phases of the evolu- 
tion of the hominids. The most important of these conditions are socio- 
psychological in nature. Our empirical data are derived from observa- 
tion on subhominid primates in their natural habitat or under laboratory 
conditions, for deductions from comparative behavior are as methodo- 
logically legitimate as those from comparative anatomy. Nissen points 
out: 


It might well be that if we had a record of behavior as complete as the 
fossil record of structures, this would yield as convincing a body of evidence 
for evolution as does the latter. As a matter of fact, a study of the behaviors 
of living species alone—together with the paleontological evidence regarding 
the order in which these forms appeared—provides in itself a substantial 
basis for postulating a process of evolution [169, p. 99). 


THE DIMENSION OF SOCIAL STRUCTURE 


Social systems are not unique to Homo sapiens. And, even at this 
highly evolved level, social structure is now frequently differentiated 
analytically from culture or personality organization. Eggan, for example, 
has expressed the opinion that “the distinction between society and cul- 
ture, far from complicating the procedures of analysis and comparison, 
has actually facilitated them.” He goes on to say that “social structure 
and culture patterns may vary independently of one another, but both 
ir their locus in the behavior of individuals in social groups” [55, p. 

In approaching the sociopsychological dimension of primate evolu- 
tion, a distinction of the same order is useful. Life in structured social 
groups is characteristic of primates and long antedated anything that can 
be called a “cultural mode of adaptation” among the more advanced 
hominids, Social structure can thus be treated as an independent variable. 
While at the highest level of primate behavioral evolution there are no 
organized societies without culture (or the reverse), at lower levels there 
were societies without culture, In phylogenetic perspective, a necessary 
locus and an indispensable condition for a cultural system is an organized 
system of social action. It likewise seems reasonable to assume that systems 
of social action at lower primate levels require some system of com- 
munication for their operation. To characterize such a system as 

“ICE. 74, p. 600]. Parsons [177] has added an organic reference point in this 
exposition of his general theory of action to the other categorical abstractions pre- 


viously distinguished, i.e., Personality or psychological system, social system, and 
cultural system. 
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“language” is ambiguous and even misleading without further analysis of 
the design features of the system. Then, too, consideration of the sensory 
mode of communication is required [72, 90, 204, p. 582; 213, chap. 9]. 
Among primates, both visual and acoustic modes appear to be extremely 
important. Schultz speaks of the intricate “silent vocabulary” of the non- 
hominid primate. 


Crouching down, presenting buttocks, extending hands in pronation, 
exposing teeth partly or fully, raising eyebrows, protruding lips, shaking 
branches, pounding chest, dancing in one place, walking backwards, ete— 
all are actions full of definite meaning. . . . The long lists of different pos- 
tures, gestures and facial movements characteristic of monkeys and apes have 
not yet been compiled, but any careful observer realizes that they represent 
an intricate and voluminous “silent vocabulary” of great aid in social inter- 
course. In the perfectly adapted arboreal life of monkeys and apes the 
limited variety of sounds, together with the great variety of meaningful 
gestures and facial expressions, is fully adequate for all social life within such 
close contact as permits seeing and hearing these detailed means of com- 
munication [211].27 


So far as the utterance of sounds is concerned, Schultz says they 
“are the essence of primate life . . . ; the simian primates are by far 
the noisiest of all mammals.” In species that have been closely investi- 
gated, like the howling monkeys of Panama and the lar gibbon, differ- 
entiated vocalizations have been shown to have functional significance in 
the social coordination of the individuals belonging to a group [22, chap. 
8; 29, p. 242]. According to Schultz: 

The primatologist regards language not as something radically new and 
exclusively human, but rather as the result of a quantitative perfection of 
the highly specialized development of man’s central nervous control of the 
anatomical speech apparatus in the larynx, tongue and lips, the latter being 
as good in an ape as in man. ... As soon as the carly hominids had 
ventured into open spaces, had begun to use and even make tools and had 
cooperated in hunting, the total variety of all means of expression needed 
additions which could come only from an increase in sounds, since the 
comparatively little changed anatomy had already been fully used for all 
possible gestures, etc. . . . Gestures have always persisted in human evolu- 
tion, but they have become overshadowed by an infinitely greater variety of 
sounds in increasing numbers of combinations [211, p. 62]. 


Oakley and others have suggested that early hominids may have 
depended primarily on gestures, “mainly of mouth and hands, accom- 
panied by cries and grunts to attract attention,” and that speech may 

* Carpenter (29, p. 242] says: “Each known genus of primate has a repertoire 
of gestures which are employed consistently and which stimulate consistent reac- 
tions.” Examples are given. 
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have been a comparatively late development [171, p- 75]. If so, a mode 
of communication, infrahominid in origin, would have persisted into the 
protocultural phase of hominid evolution. Unfortunately, this interpreta- 
tion must remain speculative. Yet it may be that, when the neurological 
basis of speech is clarified, we may be in a better position to make chrono- 
logical deductions [53; 219, p. 8]. It is difficult to imagine, however, 
how a fully developed cultural mode of adaptation could operate without 
speech. If one of the necessary conditions for the functioning of a 
typically human system of communication is a speech community, an — 
organized social system is as necessary for human language as it is fora 
cultural mode of adaptation. This condition was present even at the non- 
hominid level. So what we can discern in primate evolution is a be- 
havioral plateau which provided the necessary context but, at first, not 
all the sufficient conditions for speech and culture. 

It will be unnecessary here to consider the structure and functioning 
of infrahuman primate societies in detail. But a few general comments 
and interpretations may be ventured, despite the limitations of our present 
knowledge, for our samples of reliable observations on primate societies 
in their natural state are woefully small, particularly for prosimian 
groups." Besides this, it is not yet possible to consider nonhominid 
primate societies systematically in the larger perspective of mammalian 
societies [22, p. 221]. There are terminological difficulties also. Descrip- 
tive terms like “family,” “polygamy,” “harem,” “clan,” and even “cule 
ture” and “acculturation”—familiar enough when employed with refer- 
ence to Homo sapiens—sometimes have been applied to primates at the 
infrahominid level. Since no systematic terminology has been developed, 
these labels must be used with caution, especially when evolutionary 
questions are at issue. 

Variations in type of mateship, of course, have suggested the closest 
human analogies. Since lar gibbons, for example, live in groups which 
consist of one male and one female and their young, we have a close 
analogy to the “nuclear family” in man [164], which likewise represents 
# monogamous type of mateship. Some biological writers have applied 
the term “family” exclusively to this kind of primate social unit, despite 
the fact that in anthropological writing the connotation of the term 
“family” is never limited to the nuclear family. The gibbon type of mate- 
ship, in which the sexual drive of the male is low, would seem to be a 
limiting case in the range of social units found among the more evolved 
primates, and without evolutionary implications. In Homo sapiens we 


” [For bibliography to 1957, see 31.] Imanishi’s 1960 paper [116] is the first full 
length review in English of the work that has been done on Macaca fuscata at the 
Japan Monkey Center, although a brief review was previously published by 
Frisch [68]. 
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find two types of polygamous mateships, polygyny and polyandry, and 
social structures based on these are ordinarily called “families.” Relatively 
rare in man in an institutionalized form, polyandrous mateships appear 
to be absent in infrahuman primates. On the other hand, polygynous 
mateships are common in both monkeys and apes. Among the chim- 
panzee and gorilla, this type of mateship seems to furnish the basis of inde- 
pendent social groups. Among some monkeys (for instance, the baboon), 
“harems” occur as subgroups within larger “troops” or “bands.” Monog- 
amous mateships, on the other hand, do not occur in groups of larger 
size because females in heat mate with more than one male. Past at- 
tempts to establish any regular evolutionary sequence of mateship within 
Homo sapiens have failed. So have attempts to link any particular type of 
mateship in the infrahuman primates with early man, as Westermarck 
tried to do in the belief that there was evidence to show that the gorilla 
was monogamous. He urged that this “fact” was of significance in the 
study of sexual relationships and marriage in man. 

Westermarck, however, was on the right track and must be evaluated 
in historical perspective, Hart points out: 


What had really happened to evolutionary theory between 1859 and 
1891 was that, while Huxley had spent his life labouring on the genetic 
front to get his contemporaries to accept “the unitary view of organic na- 
ture” and to reject the old dualistic view which saw man on one level, the 
rest of the animal world on another with an impassable gap eternally fixed 
between, the pass had been betrayed by Spencer and his followers, who, by 
assuming that society was one thing and biology another, had merely sub- 
stituted a new dualism for the older one, and had opened up as big a gap 
between man and the rest of nature as had been there in pre-Darwinian 
days. The extraordinary thing is not that this should have happened, but 
that nobody seems to have been aware of what was happening until Wester- 
marck pointed it out [84, p. 108]. 


In his History of Human Marriage, Westermarck said: 


If we want to find the origin of marriage, we have to strike into an- 
other path . . . which is open to him alone who regards organic nature as 
one continued chain, the last link of which is man, For we can no more 
stop within the limits of our own species, when trying to find the root of our 
physical and social life, than we can understand the condition of the human 
race without taking into consideration that of the lower animals” [245, p. 9]. 


Etkin [60] argues for a monogamous protohominid social structure but 
on quite different grounds than did Westermarck at the turn of the 
century. 

Perhaps it might be better to recognize that, since there are only a 
limited number of possibilities in mateships, it is not surprising to find 
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them recurring at both the nonhominid and hominid levels of evolution- 
ary development in the primates and in social units of varying size and 
composition. Whatever form they take, all these mateships serve the same 
reproductive ends. Their importance lies in this constancy in biological 
function rather than in any direct relation that can be shown to the 
evolution of group organization. They all lie close to biologically rooted 
central tendencies and continuities in behavioral evolution which link 
Homo sapiens to his precursors. What we find as the common social core 
of all but the lowest primate groups, despite their variation, is the con- 
tinuous association of adults of both sexes with their offspring during the 
portion of the latter’s life cycle that covers the period from birth to the 
threshold of maturity. This core pattern of associated individuals, when 
considered with reference to their interrelated roles, is linked with the fact 
that basic functions are involved—the procreation, protection, and nur- 
ture of offspring—born singly, relatively helpless at birth, and dependent 
for a considerable period thereafter. Variations in mateship or size of the 
group may occur without affecting these functions. Besides this, the sex 
needs of adults and the food needs of all members of the group can be 
taken care of. The role of the female in relation to her young does not seem 
to vary widely nor does the behavior of infants and juveniles. The protec- 
tive role of the male in relation to infants and juveniles is similar in 
gibbon and howler, even though the young of the group in the latter case 
are not all his own offspring and the actual zoological relationship 
between these two species is remote. Among monkeys and apes, the 
adult males never provide food for juveniles or females, After weaning, 
the juveniles always forage for themselves. Whether we call nonhominid 
primate groups “families,” “clans,” “troops,” or “bands,” their basic 
social composition can be expressed by the same general formula: ”° 


x males + x females + x infants + x juveniles 


Whatever the mating types or size of early hominid groups may have 
been, their social composition must have conformed to this fundamental 


5 * Imanishi [116, p. 397] has recommended oikia “as a technical term designat- 
ing the minimum unit of social life found in any species of animal, regardless of 
the composition of that unit.” In nonhominid primates then, “the clan in howling 
monkeys, the family in gibbons, the small nesting party or sleeping group in redtail 
monkeys, and the harem in chacma baboons, would each be describable as an 
oikia” Larger groups would be aggregates of oikiae. Washburn [238, p. 405], how- 
ever, doubts the usefulness of this term. Imanishi also holds the opinion that “a 
band in which promiscuity prevails cannot be called a ‘family’ even though the 
two males in it [as in Nissen’s reference to a chimpanzee group in 1931] are a 
father and his mature son. In other words, we may legitimately consider it a family 
Suse we can establish the absence of incest between this mature son and his 
mother.” 
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pattern. This generic type of social structure, associated with territorial- 
ism, must have persisted throughout the extremely long period during 
which major morphological changes occurred in the species of the 
primate order, including those which ultimately differentiated the 
Hominidae from the Pongidae and later hominids from earlier ones. 
Underlying it physiologically was the type of ovarian cycle characteristic 
of practically all the primates. In contrast with some mammalian species 
in which females have only one oestrus period a year, primate females, 
along with those of a limited number of other mammalian species, are 
characterized by the recurrence of successive oestrus cycles in the course 
of a year. The primates belong to this group of permanent polyoestrus 
species [22, p. 147]. While breeding has been said to be continuous rather 
than seasonal in the primates, recent observations of the Japanese 
macaque have reopened this question, It is of great importance in estab- 
lishing reliable facts about reproduction in nonhominid primate species, and 
because the answer to this question is relevant to the importance of the 
sexual bond as a primary factor in primate social organization [for 
further details see 116]. In the course of primate evolution, however, as 
Beach [9, 11, 64] has pointed out, some emancipation from strictly 
hormonal control of sexual behavior occurred, and this further dis- 
tinguished the higher primates from other mammalian species. Cortical 
control came to play an increasing role in sexual behavior, and this 
tendency reached its culmination in hominid evolution with the remark- 
able expansion of the brain. Thus, the way lay open for the development 
in human societies of a normative orientation toward sexual behavior. 
The evolutionary significance of the social organization of primate 
groups cannot be fully appreciated, however, without considering be- 
havior patterns other than those directly connected with reproduction. 
The structuralization of these infrahuman societies is by no means a 
Simple function of differential roles determined by sex and age. Of 
central importance is the structuralization of interindividual patterns of 
behavior by an order of social ranking in the group, a dominance 
gradient. Males are quite generally dominant over females, and the fe- 
males associated with them may outrank other females. While it appears 
that in different species the “slope” of the dominance gradient varies con- 
siderably, some kind of rank order occurs. The importance of this in the 
Operation of the social structure lies in the fact that it serves to reduce 
aggression between males, it determines priorities to mates and food, it 
influences the spatial disposition of individuals within the group, affects 
the socialization of group habits, and may determine the relations of 
Sroups adjacent to one another. 
x The ranking position of individuals, nevertheless, is not fully deter- 
mined once and for all; an individual’s role in the dominance hierarchy 
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may change. Psychological factors such as individual experience in inter- 
individual relations and social learning become involved in its function- 
ing and affect the motivation of behavior, as Carpenter [27, pp. 256- 
257] has indicated. Individuals become socially adjusted from birth 
through the mediation of learning processes. “Descriptions of mother- 
infant relations in monkeys and chimpanzee leave no doubt as to the im- 
portance of learning in the filial responses of immature primates. The 
infant learns to obey gestures and vocal communications given by the 
mother and derives considerable advantage from her tuition and guid- 
ance,” Beach says [10, p- 426].°° Indeed, modern research is showing that 
the primates are by no means unique among gregarious animals with 
respect to the importance of social learning and a dominance gradient. 
J. P. Scott asserts: 


In animals which are capable of learning, social behavior becomes dif- 
ferentiated on the basis of mutual adaptation and habit formation as well 
as on the basis of biological differences, As shown by Ginsburg and Allee 
(1942) the formation of a dominance order is at least in part related to 
the psychological principles of learning. Once such a relationship is formed 
and firmly established by habit, it may be extremely difficult to upset it by 
altering biological factors, as shown by Beeman and Allee (1945)... . 
Experiments which modify the social environment have tended to bring out 
the general principles of socialization, Any highly social animal that has 
been studied so far has behavioral mechanisms whereby, early in develop- 
ment, an individual forms positive social relationships with its own kind 
and usually with particular individuals of its kind [212, pp. 217, 218}. 


With Tespect to the socialization factor in behavioral evolution, 
Collias points out: “In both insect and vertebrate societies, maintenance 
of cooperative relations depends to a large extent on socialization of the 
young. Among vertebrates, this trend reaches its climax in the primates” 
[38, p. 1087]. It seems reasonable to assume, therefore, that the intimate 
relation between learning and social structure, so fundamental to the func- 
tioning and elaboration of cultural adaptation, was well established in the 
nonhominid primates prior to the anatomical changes that led to both 
erect posture and the expansion of the brain. 

Furthermore, by direct observation of both monkeys and apes, we 
know that learned habits may be socially transmitted, even in the absence 
of speech. The most striking cases have been reported by observers who 
have been studying Macaca fuscata at the Japanese Monkey Center dur- 


” See ‚also [203, P. 104 ff.] in regard to ontogenetic factors influencing group 
organization. Cf. Schiller [201], who believed there is evidence that primates have 


distinctive manipulative patterns of activity available that are not derived from 
experience, 
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ing the past decade. These “Japanese apes” have been lured from their 
forest habitat into open feeding places, where, among other things, they 
have been offered new foods. Systematic observation has shown that 
newly acquired food habits, such as eating candies, became quite social- 
ized. Imanishi points out, moreover, that young macaques acquire the 
candy-eating habit more quickly than adults and that some mothers 
learned to eat candies from their offspring, rather than the other way 
round [115, p. 51]. It has likewise been observed that the spread of a 
new food habit may be directly related to the dominance gradient which 
is a central feature of their social structure. Adult females of high rank 
were observed to imitate the wheat eating of a dominant male very 
quickly and the habit was passed on to their offspring. Females of lower 
rank, in a more peripheral position in the group, only later acquired the 
habit from their offspring, who, in turn, had picked it up through as- 
Sociation with their playmates. The rate of transmission was extremely 
rapid in this case, the entire process occurring within two days [68, P- 
589]. In another instance, a young female initiated the habit of washing 
sweet potatoes before eating them. This habit, having been transmitted 
to her playmates as well as to her mother, was slowly transmitted to a 
number of groups during the next three years. The same class of 
phenomenon in the anthropoid apes is illustrated by nest building among 
chimpanzees [169, p. 106] and the transmission of the technique of work- 
ing the drinking fountain at Orange Park, which chimpanzees learned 
from each other [252, p. 52]. 

The social transmission of culture has sometimes been stressed as 
one of its chief earmarks. But to my mind, it is only one of the necessary 
Conditions of cultural adaptation rather than a distinguishing character- 
istic. It only confounds the conceptualization and the investigation of 
hominid evolution if the term “culture” is applied without qualification 
{0 the phenomena of social transmission of simple habits in infrahuman 
Species. J. P. Scott writes: 


The more the capacities for learning and for variable organization of 
behavior are present, the more it is possible for an animal to learn from its 
Parents and pass the information along to the next generation. As we 
accumulate greater knowledge of natural animal behavior, we find more and 
More evidence that many animals possess the rudiments of this new ability, 
which we can call cultural inheritance. The migration trails of mountain 
sheep and the learned fears of wild birds are two of many examples. . . 
At the present time all our evidence indicates that cultural inheritance exists 
only in quite simple form in animals other than man, but future research 
May show that it is more common and complex than we now suspect 
[213, p. 237]. 
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Social transmission is more usefully conceived as a prerequisite of culture 
and an earmark of a protocultural behavioral plateau. Concepts of cul- 
ture that lay primary emphasis on shared and socially transmitted behavior 
without qualification do not enable us to make a necessary distinction of 
degree between different levels of behavioral evolution. Voegelin has 
made the acute observation that, while there is a general agreement that 
all culture involves learned behavior, “additional conditions are generally 
invoked before learned behavior is granted the status of culture,” and 
that “if ever the converse statement were made (that all learned be- 
havior is culture), it would necessarily imply that infrahuman animals 
have culture” [233, p. 370]. Harlow clearly discriminates between infra- 
hominids and Homo sapiens when he says, “In a limited sense, however, 
any animal living in a group and capable of facile learning must de- 
velop a semblance of a culture, since it must have learned to be influenced 
in its behavior by the ways of its fellows.” At the same time, he points 
out that “no animal other than man has a true culture in the sense of 
an organized body of knowledge passed down from generation to gen- 
eration” [79, p. 127; italics mine]. The facts that some animals besides 
the primates may learn from each other, that in primate groups there 
scems to be good evidence that social learning and socially transmitted 
habits do occur, and that some chimpanzees in social interaction with 
members of our species have acquired “culture traits” do not indicate 
that a full-fledged level of cultural adaptation has been reached in these 
species.’ Other capacities and conditions are required before this higher 
level can be realized. Indeed, neither learning nor the socialization and 
transmission of learned habits seems to have reached an optimum level 
of functioning in any nonhominid species. While it is true that a variety 
of gregarious animals possess the rudiments of an ability to be influenced 
by the behavior of other individuals of their species, the part which this 
ability plays in their total life history, their social relations, and their 
ecological adjustments needs more precise analysis. Phylogenctically, it 
is only in the primates that capacities and conditions arose which led to 
the transcendance of more than a protocultural stage. 


“Yerkes thought the characterization of chimpanzee as “cultureless” to be “a 
seriously misleading Statement, if not demonstrably false.” He says that “the elements 
or makings of cultural exhibits are present” but that “they are relatively unimpres- 
sive because unstable, fragmentary, variable, and seldom integrated into functionally 
important wholes, Probably they should be described as intimations or primitive 
stages in patterns of behavior which have as yet acquired few functional relations” 
[252, p. 52]. Nissen [169, pp. 105-106], referring to nest building in chimpanzees, 
writes: “There is pretty good evidence - . . that this nest-building is not instinctive, 
as in birds, but is, rather, transmitted by imitation or tuition from one generation 
to the next; it is, therefore, one of the very few items of behavior seen in these 
animals which may be classified as cultural” [cf. 167, p. 426]. 
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What appears to be of significance in the framework of behavioral 
evolution is that some primates are distinguished from other animals by 
a higher capacity for observational learning. Munn concludes that “it 
is only in monkeys and apes that anything clearly approximating such 
observational learning can be demonstrated and even at this level the 
problems solved by imitation are relatively simple” [162, pp. 129-130. 
Instances of spontaneous imitation on the part of Viki (the chimpanzee) 
were operating a spray gun, and prying off the lids of cans with a screw 
driver, 89]. 

Tf we use the term “culture” to refer to different levels of behavioral 
evolution, our vocabulary fails to discriminate the quantitative and quali- 
tative differences between cultural adaptation in the hominines and the 
more rudimentary “cultural” manifestations found in infrahuman ani- 
mals—to say nothing of possible differences between primates and non- 
primates. Dobzhansky, in a brief discussion on the “Rudiments of Cul- 
tural Transmission among Animals,” singles out one essential difference 
between what I have characterized as protocultural and cultural levels 
of adaptation, although he does not analyze specific cases in detail, and 
his chief citations refer to birds’? rather than to primates. 


Tn animals the individuals of one generation transmit to those of the next 
what they themselves learned from their parents—not more and not less. 
Every generation learns the same thing which its parents have learned. In 
only very few instances the evidence is conclusive that the learned behavior 
can be modified or added to and that the modifications and additions are 
transmitted to subsequent generations [52, pp. 340-341]. 


Simple conditioning and possibly observational learning account for 
these facts. The greater capacity for observational learning in primates 
also accounts for the socialization of nest-building habits among chim- 
Panzees and the spread of the habit of washing sweet potatoes observed 
in the macaque group referred to. But so long as social transmission was 
dependent on capacities of this sort, the kind of acquired habits trans- 
mitted or any innovations which could become significant in the adapta- 
tion of the group were severely limited. Intervening factors, probably of 
a neurological order, were required before either the number or the kind 
of innovations possible at this level could be transcended and become 
effective through new mechanisms of socialization. As Bidney has said, 
The identification of culture with the social heritage is, to my mind, 
not only a misnomer but also a serious error, since it implies that the 
essential feature of culture is the fact of communication and transmission; 


"See Hochbaum [96] for a discussion of tradition in birds. The use of the 
term “tradition” by ornithologists clearly differentiates. the existence of socially 
transmitted habits from the phenomenon of culture in human adaptation, 
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whereas I maintain that the essential feature is the combination of inven- 
tion and acquisition through habituation and conditioning” [17, p. 27].% 

Moreover, learning and the transmission of acquired behavior pat- 
terns could not acquire paramount importance until they could function 
in social structures of a higher order and wider geographical range than 
those represented among the infrahominid primates. At this level, social 
structures were highly provincial systems of social action because of their 
association with discrete territories. The phenomenon of territoriality, 
according to Carpenter, “reduces stress, conflict, pugnacity, and non- 
adaptive energy expenditure” [32, p- 245] in each group by isolating 
it from other groups; at the same time, it sets up a barrier to the integra- 
tion of groups and the development of social structures of a wider range 
and more complex order [30, p- 98]. In the case of the Japanese maca- 
ques, for example, groups are almost totally isolated from each other 
in their natural state, It is said that “even where several groups live in 
contiguous territories, the inter-group relations are practically non- 
existent. Encounters between distinct groups are extremely rare, and 
even when they occur both groups keep at a safe distance from each 
other” [68, p. 591]. Offspring do not associate with parents after sexual 
maturity has been reached. They leave their primary group and form 
new groups. Individuals of two or more generations are not continuously 
associated in the same group during their lifetime. Consequently, con- 
tinuity in learned habits is strictly limited. There is no way for experi- 
ence to become cumulative, either spatially or temporally, beyond the 
narrowest range. Thus, in order for a cultural level of adaptation to be 
reached, structures of a wider Tange were required as a necessary social 
setting. This further step was contingent upon the development and func- 
tioning of psychological capacities that transcended those which had been 
sufficient for narrow-range social structures. In short, the social integra- 
tion of larger groups, distributed more widely, and characterized by a 
greater diversity in role required a transformation in psychological 
Structure. 

We do not know what objective factors underlay the increase in the 
size and range of early hominid groups. Change to a carnivorous diet 
and hunting have been suggested. Washburn says: 


Whether early man scavenged from the kills of the big carnivores, fol- 
lowed herds looking for a chance to kill, drove game, or followed a wounded 


“Cf. the remarks of Kroeber (131, p. 253] on the use of the term “social 
heredity.” Bidney distinguishes between “culture in general” and human or 
“anthropo-culture,” which is peculiar to man. For him, “all animals which are 
capable of learning and teaching one another by precept or example are capable 
of acquiring culture.” He maintains that “this implies an evolutionary approach 
to the concept of culture which Tecognizes degrees of culture from the sub-human 
to the human level” [17, pp. 125, 127). 


Factors in Behavioral Evolution 469 


animal, his range of operations must have been greatly increased over that 
of arboreal apes. The world view of the early human carnivore must have 
been very different from that of his vegetarian cousins. The interests of the 
latter could be satisfied in a small area, and the other animals were of little 
moment, except for the few which threatened attack. But the desire for 
meat leads animals to know a wider range and to learn the habits of many 
animals. Human territorial habits and psychology are fundamentally differ- 
ent from those of apes and monkeys [240, p. 434]. 


THE BIOLOGICAL DIMENSION: NEOTENY AND BRAIN 
ENLARGEMENT 


A concomitant condition for the maximization of the sociopsycho- 
logical importance of learning appears to have been the extension of 
the period during which the young become socialized. In the late nine- 
teenth century, John Fiske, an ardent follower of Spencer and Darwin, 
linked such an extension of the learning period in man directly with 
evolution through what he called the “prolongation of infancy.” In this 
fact alone, he thought he had discovered the essential key to man’s dis- 
tinction from other animals and the explanation of human psychological, 
familial, and cultural development. Fiske was impressed both with A. R. 
Wallace’s account of the behavior of an infant orang raised by hand 
after its captured mother died™ and by Wallace’s suggestion that “nat- 
ural selection, in working toward the genesis of man, began to follow a 
new path and make psychical changes instead of physical changes” [62, 
p- 28]. Fiske developed the thesis that the human being was born “in 
a very undeveloped condition, with the larger part of his faculties in 
potentiality rather than in actuality” [62, p- 9]. The period of helpless- 
ness is the period of “plasticity. . . . The creature’s career is no longer 
exclusively determined by heredity . . . it becomes educable . . . it is 
no longer necessary for each generation to be exactly like that which has 
preceded” [62, p. 2]. Thus, “man’s progressiveness and the length of his 
infancy are but two sides of the same fact”; “it is babyhood that has 
made man what he is.” Infrahuman primates approached the point 
where “variation in intelligence” came to be “supremely important, so as 
to be seized by natural selection in preference to variations in physical 
Constitution.” But in a remote period, “our half-human forefathers 
reached and passed this critical point, and forthwith their varied struggles 
began age after age to result in the preservation of bigger and better 


5 "Fiske (62, p. 26] says it occurred to him immediately that “if there is any one 
thing in which the human race is signally distinguished from other mammals, it is 
în the enormous duration of their infancy”; a point he did not recollect ever seeing 
any naturalist so much as allude to. But Fiske was not quite as original as he 
thought [e.g., 148], 
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brains, while the rest of their bodies changed but little. . . . Zoologically 
the distance is small between man and the chimpanzee; psychologically 
it has become so great as to be immeasurable” [62, p. 11]. 

We can see from these passages that Fiske anticipated a number of 
points frequently emphasized later in cultural anthropology and in 
evolutionary biology. But the theory he develops, while emphasizing 
the important role of learning in human experience and the potentialities 
of man for cultural development, does not account for the biological 
foundations of the extended period of dependency. He likewise makes 
“bigger and better brains” chronologically subsequent to the distinctive 
human condition that fired his imagination. Nor could he have antici- 
pated the fact that later knowledge of the social organization of the 
nonhominid primates would fail to Support his conviction that the pro- 
longation of infancy “must have tended gradually to strengthen the rela- 
tions of the children to the mother, and eventually to both parents, and 
thus give rise to the permanent organization of the family.” For in Fiske’s 
view, when this step was accomplished, “the Creation of Man had been 
achieved” [62, pp. 12-13]. 

While Fiske’s theory, although once so widely known, is seldom re- 
ferred to today, the fact should not be overlooked that the relations 
between the factors dealt with by him have not yet been satisfactorily 
resolved. Even now it is sometimes forgotten that an extended period of 
dependency and Opportunities for social learning in man do not explain 
the genesis of cultural adaptation, even though these conditions may be 
of primary categorical importance in understanding the adjustment proc- 
esses that relate an individual to his culture. While we now know more 
about the phylogenetic basis of what Fiske called the “prolongation of 
infancy,” its precise psychological significance is a matter of dispute. 

From comparative anatomy the fact seems well established that the 
larger apes, and particularly the gorilla, develop adult characteristics 
much earlier than does Homo sapiens. The latter has been called a 
“fetalized” animal by Bolk [19]; that is, certain features that are charac- 
teristic of the fetal Stages of apes persist in human adults, It is an example 
of a well-known evolutionary process which, generically, is usually re- 
ferred to as “neoteny”: fetal and/or juvenile features of an ancestral 
form persisting in the adult stage of descendants [33, 34, 48]. In man, 
the rate of development of some characteristics has been retarded. On the 
other hand, De Beer says: 


The reproductive glands have probably not varied their rate of develop- 
ment, for the human ovary reaches its full size at the age of about five, and 
this is about the time of sexual maturity of the apes and presumably of 
man’s ancestors. The human body is, however, not ready for the reproduc- 
tive glands to function until several years later. The retardation is due to the 
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action of hormones which play an important part in regulating the speed 
of development. . . . At the same time, of course, in other directions, the 
evolution of man has involved progressive changes of vast importance, 
some of which, however, might not have been possible (e.g., the develop- 
ment of the brain), had it not been for certain features of neoteny (e.g., 
the delay in the closing of the sutures of the skull) [48, pp. 75-76]. 


It is the combination of various characters, considered with reference 
to their rate of ontogenetic development, that is peculiar to man." 

While such anatomical facts are well established, the psychological 
inferences drawn from them have varied in emphasis. Roheim main- 
tains that the temporal disharmony between the development of what 
he calls the “Soma” and the “Germa” is the crucial point. Human 
Sexuality becomes precocious because it develops at about the same 
rate as in other higher primates, but in our species full bodily growth 
is delayed. The consequence is that unconscious psychological mech- 
anisms have come into play to repress, project, or transform sexual 
impulses before the individual is mature enough in other respects to 
engage in actual sexual activities. The Oedipus complex is universal 
Not because it is derived from past events that have become inherited,” 
but because it “is a direct derivative of our partly premature, partly 
Conservative (prolonged or retarded) rate of growing up” [192, p. 424]. 
“Our sexual ethics are based on juvenalization” [192, p. 413]. (Perhaps 
it should be added that in both man and the anthropoids sexual organs 
Teach maturity earlier than full body growth, but in man the time dif- 
ference js greater.) Montagu, on the other hand, sees in neoteny an 
evolutionary step whose major psychological significance is related to 
man’s potentialities for learning. He says: 


® Schultz (208, p. 53]. And see his 1956 publication for an authoritative com- 
parative treatment of the details of growth and development in various primate 
Species, Schultz concludes that it is erroneous to emphasize retardation exclusively 
in man’s ontogenetic development, since “ontogenetic specializations can consist of 
ae as well as retardations in man as well as in all other primates” [209, 
j * Roheim (192, p. 424] says, “This ultra-Lamarckian point of view is untenable,” 
1e, Freud’s primal-horde theory. 

" Roheim says: “It is a curious fact that while man’s delayed infancy is univer- 
Sally admitted hardly anybody uses this fact in the sense that I do. The usual state- 
ment is that the delayed infancy makes it possible to condition human beings and 
that it is why psychology depends on conditioning, i.e., on culture. What culture 
depends on is then of course the kind of question no well behaved anthropologist 
should ask, because looking for origins is ‘outmoded,’ in fact it is nineteenth century, 
a truly terrible thing, a word loaded with the worst possible kind of mana. Quite 
„Part, however, from this aspect of the question, how is it that nobody recognizes 
Ai in this one fact we have one of the most important keys to the understanding 

uman nature?” [192, p. 409] 
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The shift from the status of ape to the status of human being was the 
result of neotenous mutations which produced a retention of the growth 
trends of the juvenile brain and its potentialities for learning into the 
adolescent and adult phases of development. It is clear that the nature of 
these potentialities for learning must also have undergone intrinsic change, 
for no amount of extension of the chimpanzee’s capacity for learning would 


yield a human mind [159, p. 90; cf. 158, p. 22]. 


Besides this, account must be taken of the biological fact that in primate 
evolution the life span of individuals was progressively lengthened while 
the onset of puberty and the beginning of fertility was more and more 
chronologically delayed. Culminating in man, the outcome was that the 
interval between generations became greater. This fact needs to be con- 
sidered with reference to the association of individuals in larger social 
groups and in relation to the need for the development of the kind of 
psychological structure that would permit the coordination of the be- 
havior of individuals of both sexes and widely differing ages over a longer 
time period, in order that interindividual relations in these more complex 
social systems might be successfully integrated. 

While it is impossible to sustain the view that fetalization is com- 
pletely responsible for all of modern man’s distinctive psychocultural 
characteristics," perhaps we may follow Sir Julian Huxley’s view that 
while— 


+.» it will not account for all the special characters we possess, notably the 
Special enlargement of the association areas of our cortex, and the full 
adaptation of our feet and legs to bipedal terrestrial existence, it has cer: 
tainly helped us to escape from anthropoid specialization. It is this p 
bility of escaping from the blind alleys of specialization into a new period 
of plasticity and adaptive radiation which makes the idea of paedomor- 
phosis [fetalization, neoteny] so attractive in evolutionary theory. Both its 
possibilities and its limitations deserve the most careful exploration [111, 
p. 20]. 


If so, important steps in sociopsychological evolution beyond the non- 
hominid or early hominid level may have been contingent upon the 
situational effects produced by biological factors, These factors prolonged 
dependency of the young, delayed reproduction, and increased the life 
span in an already advanced hominid. At the same time, psychological 
functions were being greatly enhanced through the enlargement of 
certain areas of the brain.’® y 


” The unkindest cut of all has come from Cuenot [43], who has said that man 
“can be considered a gorilla fetus whose development and growth have been greatly 
retarded.” 

” Bernhard Rensch, who has been investigating the effects of increased body 
size on the relative size of the brain and its parts, and on higher psychological 
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With respect to this particular development, there may well have 
been a critical transition period. However, an arbitrary Rubicon of 
750 cc. [125] between the higher apes and the australopithecines on the 
one hand, and the early Homininae and recent man on the other, while 
perhaps of some crude taxonomic value, does not in itself permit 
significant behavioral inferences. “It is quality of brain rather than 
quantity, absolute or relative, that is all important,” as Straus says [225]. 

Today we know considerably more than we did a generation ago 
about the functioning of various parts of the cortex as well as other 
parts of the brain. And new insights and hypotheses with evolutionary 
reference are coming to the fore. Washburn, referring to the diagram 
in Penfield and Rasmussen [178] showing the way the body is represented 
on the cortex, points out that there is unequal representation but that 
“the areas which are largest are the ones of greatest functional im- 
portance.” Thus, “when the brain increased in size, the area for hand 
increased vastly more than that for foot,” a fact which “supports the 
idea that the increase in the size of the brain occurred after the use of 
tools, and that selection for more skillful tool-using resulted in changes in 
the proportions of the hand and of the parts of the brain controlling the 
hand.” The areas concerned with speech are also large and so are the 
frontal lobes which have been said to be connected, in part, with fore- 
sight and planning. 


Our brains are not just enlarged, but the increase in size is directly re- 
lated to tool use, speech, and to increased memory and planning. The 
general pattern of the human brain is very similar to that of ape or monkey. 
Its uniqueness lies in its larger size and in the particular areas which are 
enlarged. From the immediate point of view, this human brain makes cul- 
ture possible. But from the long-term evolutionary point of view, it is cul- 
ture which creates the human brain [238, pp. 27-29]. 


functions, has advanced the hypothesis [184, pp. 197-198]: “In man’s line of descent 
We may at least consider the increase of the cortex, the relative increase of ‘progres- 
sive, i.e., more complicated, cortex-regions, the absolute increase of the number of 
neurons and of dendritic ramifications, as . . . selectively advantageous factors. 
Thus the trend towards the human level of brain organization may be regarded as 
inevitable. Another important factor here is the prolongation of the juvenile phase 
found in many large animals. This could only occur where multiple births, and 
therefore intrauterinal selection for rapidity of development, had been eliminated. 
But once this had taken place, the prolongation of the juvenile phase was favored 
Py Selection because thereby the period of learning, that is to say the period of 
Saining experience and of exploration by play, is also extended. Thus the evolution 
of man, too, was inevitable” [cf. 185, 186]. 

«u, See comments by Schultz [208, pp. 49-50]. The Hayeses, however, suggest 
the Possibility that most of the fourfold increase in cranial capacity from anthro- 
Ki to man took place after the appearance of culture and language, and there- 
ore after primate behavior had become essentially human” [89, p. 116]. 
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In recent years, too, as a consequence of rapid advances in neuro- 
anatomy and physiology, there has been a revival of interest in, and 
many discussions of, the brain mechanisms which underlie the phe- 
nomena of awareness, consciousness, attention. memory, and the func- 
tional integration of experience [e.g., 2, 136, 178, 179, 234]." So far as 
integrative functions are concerned, the present weight of evidence 
appears to focus upon the influence exercised by the masses of nerve cells 
in the upper part of the brain stem upon the more recently evolved 
cortical areas. An older notion that the cortex itself was of prime signifi- 
cance because it was somehow the “seat of consciousness” no longer scems 
to make complete neurological sense. Although no unanimity of opinion 
has been reached, hypotheses should emerge in time which will lead to 
further clarification of the relations between neurological evolution, 
psychological functioning, and cultural adaptation. Of central impor- 
tance in this complex web of relationships is the distinctive psychological 
focus of consciousness in Homo sapiens—the capacity for self-objectifica- 
tion which is so intimately linked with the normative orientation of all 
human societies. 


SOCIOPSYCHOLOGICAL EVOLUTION AND 
NORMATIVE ORIENTATION 


1, aeesarily carried out in the cortex rather than in the diencepha lon. , , . Popu- 
lar tradition, which seems to be largely shared by scientific man, has taken it tor 
granted that the cortex is a sort of emential organ for the purposes of thinking and 
Poros nny, and that final integration of neural mechanisms takes place in it 
Perhaps this is only natural since there been an extraordinary enlargement of 
the cortex in the human brain, and, at the same time, man seen, 10 be mian 
with intellectual functions of a new order.” However, “the whole anterior frontal 


the amputation the individual may continue to talk, unaware of the fact that he is 
being deprived of that area which most disti 
chimpanzee” [178, pp. 204, 205-206, 226). 
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an inherent aspect of the functioning of all sociocultural systems, since 
traditionally recognized standards and values are characteristic of them. 
Techniques are appraised as good or bad; so are the manufactured 
objects themselves. Property rights are regulated according to recognized 
standards. Knowledge and beliefs are judged true or false, Art forms and 
linguistic expression are brought within the sphere of normative orienta- 
tion. Conduct is evaluated in relation to ethical values, All cultures are 
infused with appraisals that involve cognitive, appreciative, and moral 
values [230, pp. 344-346; 128, pp. 388-433].** 

It has been said by a biologist that the foundation of any kind of 
social order is dependent upon role differentiation.” The general 
principle underlying social organization at any level is that role be- 
havior on the part of individuals is, within limits, predictable in a wide 
variety of situations.“ This is what makes it possible to establish em- 
pirically characteristic patterns of behavior interaction whether in in- 
vertebrates, vertebrates, or primates, despite the fact that the relative 
importance of innate versus learned determinants may vary widely at 
different levels. Normative orientation in man implements regularities in 
social systems at a more complex psychological level of development 
through role differentiation that is mediated by socialized values and 
goals. While some contemporary biologists, like Darwin a century ago in 
his Descent of Man, have given particular emphasis to the moral sense of 
man,“ this aspect of social adjustment is but one facet of man’s norma- 
tive orientation, If all the ramifications of the normative orientation of 
human societies are taken into account, we have a major clue to the kind 
of psychological transformation that must have occurred in hominid evo- 

"A value orientation, whether “held by individuals or in the abstract-typical 
form, by groups,” and varying from explicit to implicit, is defined by Kluckhohn 
* al. as “a generalized and organized conception, influencing behavior, of nature, 
of man’s place in it, of man’s relation to man, and of the desirable and non-desirable 
às they may relate to man-environment and interhuman relations” (128, p. 411), 

“Jennings, assuming a phylogenetic perspective and speaking of infrahuman 
animals, said: “Only if the individuals play different functional roles is there social 
Organization" (118, p, 105]. 

"CH. the discussion of “role expectations” in Sarbin [198, p. 226 ff), “Persons 
Occupy positions or statuses in interactional situations. Psychologically considered, 
Positions are cognitive systems of role expectations, products of learning. Role ex- 
Pectations are bidimensional; for every role expectation of other there is a recipro- 
cal tole expectation of self. The organized actions of the person, directed towards 
fulfilling these role expectations, comprise the role” [198, p. 225). 4 

Re ansky says, “It is man’s moral sense which makes him truly human 
12, P. 376); cf. 52a, pp. 340 req. And Simpson, asserting that “man is a moral 
Animal,” says: “It requires no demonstration that a demand for ethical standards is 

ly ingrained in human psychology. Like so many human characteristics, indeed 
Most of them, this trait is both innate and learned. Its basic mechanism is evidently 
Part of our biological inheritance” [215, p. 294). See also Waddington [234a]. 
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lution to make this level of adaptation possible, and some measure of its 
depth and significance for an understanding of the dynamics of human 
systems of social action. 

In their analysis of the functional prerequisites of a human society, 
Aberle and his associates [1] introduce the concept of an “actor,” with 
cognitive, affective, and goal-directed orientation, but they do not discuss 
the psychological prerequisites of this actor. While this is irrelevant in 
their frame of reference, in phylogenetic perspective the capacities of 
the actor are crucial. For the functioning of a system of action as a 
normatively oriented social order requires a capacity for self-objectifica- 
tion, identification with one’s own conduct over time, and appraisal 
of one’s own conduct and that of others in a common framework of 
socially recognized and sanctioned standards of behavior.“ Without a 
psychological level of organization that permits the exercise of these 
and other functions, moral responsibility for conduct could not exist, 
nor could any social structure function at the level of normative orienta- 
tion. Learning remains important, of course, but it functions at a higher 
level of sociopsychological integration. The relations between needs, 
motivation, goals, and learning become more complex. The analysis of 
Aberle and his associates inevitably includes the “normative regulation 
of means,” the “regulation of affective expression,” and the “effective 
control of disruptive forms of behavior.” Value systems have an ordering 
function in social interaction; they promote the broad behavioral ex- 
pectancies which are of the essence of role differentiation in a socio- 
cultural system. 

Man, for example, has departed very radically from his primate 
forerunners in ecological development through the invention and use 
of technological devices of all kinds and in economic organization. A 
normative orientation in these spheres of activity is epitomized by the 
standards applied to the distribution of goods and services and to the 
ownership of property. One of the universal functions of all systems of 
property rights, which are among the common denominators of culture, 
is to orient individuals in human societies toward a complex set of basic 
values inherent in their day-to-day operation. This kind of value orienta- 
tion is just as crucial in relation to the motivation and interpersonal re- 
lations of individuals as are the values associated with sexual behavior. 
Property rights are not only an integral part of the economic organiza- 
tion of any human system of social action; they likewise implement the 
functioning of the social order in relation to the resources of the physical 
environment through normative means. Discussion of “property” among 

“ Consequently, it is thoroughly intelligible why role theorists, more than any 


other group, as Sarbin points out, “have developed and used the conception of the 
self as an intervening variable” [198, p. 238]. 
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infrahuman animals have centered around such phenomena as food shar- 
ing, the defense of the nest, prey, territorial domain, and so forth. The 
question is: In what sense are such phenomena comparable with the 
socially recognized and sanctioned rights in valuable objects that char- 
acterize property in human societies? In the latter the basis of ownership 
is the correlative obligations others have to allow me to exercise my 
property rights. A owns B against C, where C represents all other in- 
dividuals. It is an oversimplification to omit C and simply say A owns B 
[see 76, chap. 12]. Among infrahuman animals, we meet with entirely 
different conditions. All we observe is the utilization, or possession (in the 
sense of physical custody or use), of certain objects which bear some 
relation to the biological needs of the organism or group of organisms. 
We cannot properly speak of rights, obligations, and privileges in societies 
where there is no normative orientation. We can only refer to such ab- 
stractions when a cultural system as well as a system of social action 
exists. “Use values” may exist at a protocultural stage in the primates, 
but they function in social systems with different properties. 

Another example of normative orientation in human societies is 
the well-known phenomenon of incest avoidance. With its associated 
manifestations of shame, guilt, and anxiety, it long presented a puzzling 
sociopsychological problem because the underlying psychological structure 
was not thoroughly understood.” Such patterns of avoidance, with both 
constant and variable features, do not and could not operate at a non- 
hominid level where genealogical relations between individuals are not 
known, where socially sanctioned value systems are not present, and 
where the phenomena of self-identification and moral responsibility for 
conduct does not exist. Kroeber has pointed out that “the incest taboo is 
the complement of kin recognition.” Abstraction, in turn, “involves ability 
to symbolize, in other words, speech” [130, p. 206]. Consequently, incest 
taboos could not arise among primates incapable of self-other orienta- 
tion in a web of differentiated moral relationships. In social interaction, 
the individual could not be held responsible for differentiated responses to 
kin until the latter were explicitly classified through linguistic or other 
means. Although precisely the same genealogical relationships existed at 
a lower level of primate social organization, they could not be con- 
sciously identified and utilized as a basis of differential social interaction 
until the individual “actors” participating in the system developed a 
Personality structure that permitted self-objectification and the use of 
Symbolic means in playing sanctioned roles within a common framework 
of values, 

Further ramifications of the basic significance of normative orienta- 

" Lowie, e.g., in his Primitive Society [150], expressed the view that incest taboos 

ave an instinctive basis. Later he changed his mind [151, p. 67]. 
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tion and its psychological correlate of self-awareness in the evolution 
of a fully developed mode of cultural adaptation cannot be considered 
here. But the question can be raised as to whether the capacity for self- 
objectification was common to all the Hominidae from the beginning, 
Perhaps we might venture to say that, although some of the psychological 
anlagen were present at a protocultural stage, a capacity for self-objecti- 
fication and role differentiation functioning in intimate relations with 
socially sanctioned value systems were sociopsychological developments 
that only became established in typical form long after the initial steps in 
hominid anatomical differentiation had taken place. One of the reasons 
for this, as we shall see, is that these developments were contingent upon 
a system of communication that was not only socially transmitted but, 
through symbolic mediation, gave unique and characteristic scope to 
the novel psychological capacities that had been developing through the 
expansion of the hominid brain. 


EGO AND SELF-OBJECTIFICATION 


While it has been widely recognized that self-awareness is a character- 
istic phenomenon in Homo sapiens,** the psychological structure that 
underlies it has been seriously studied only since the rise of a more 
general interest in personality structure, mainly under the impact of 
psychoanalytic theories. The evolutionary aspects of the problem have 
been scarcely touched.“ Indeed, there have been “many psychologists 


“For example, Bidney at the outset of his Theoretical Anthropology [17, p. 3] 
writes: “Man is a self-reflecting animal in that he alone has the ability to objectify 
himself, to stand apart from himself, as it were, and to consider the kind of being 
he is and what it is that he wants to do and to become. Other animals may be 
conscious of their affects and the objects they perceive; man alone is capable of 
reflection, of self-consciousness, of thinking of himself as an object.” The psycholo- 
gist David Katz, writing more than twenty years ago, likewise stressed what he 
called “objectivization” as a human differential [124, p. 253]. More recently, Rollo 
May has given particular emphasis to human self-awareness. “We can never sce man 
whole,” he says, “except as we see him, including ourselves, as the mammal who 
has a distinctive capacity for awareness of himself and his world. Herein lie the 
roots of man’s capacity to reason and deal in symbols and abstract meaning. And 
herein lies also the basis for a sound view of human freedom” [157, p. 313; cf. 156, 
pp. 84-85]. Other comparable opinions could be cited, eg, Dobzhansky [52a, 
pp. 337 ff.]. 

“Stanley Cobb, in discussing the papers contributed to the symposium Brain 
Mechanisms and Consciousness [2], says: “Although some of the authors seem to 
confuse the concepts of ‘mind’ and ‘consciousness,’ Fessard seems to agree with me 
that ‘consciousness’ is but one attribute of ‘mind.’ I would say [it is] that part which 
has to do with awareness of self and of environment. It varies in degree from 
moment to moment in man and from fish to man in phylogeny. It may be that 
invertebrates and even plants have rudimentary forms of awareness of self” [37, P- 
202]. It is difficult, however, to follow Cobb through to this point! Sir Julian 
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of the modern period,” as Asch says, “who have spoken of the indi- 
vidual organism as of a congeries of capacities and tendencies without 
a self-character” [6, p. 276]. It has been pointed out, moreover, that “be- 
tween 1910 and 1940, most psychologists preferred not to mention ‘ego’ 
or ‘self’ in their writings” [199, chap. 20]. The publication of G. W. All- 
port’s article in 1943 [4] initiated a renewed interest in ego and self on 
the part of social psychologists in particular. Nowadays, “ego” and “self” 
are familiar terms, although the connotation given them is not standard- 
ized. However, no one uses the ego concept in any substantive sense but 
rather as a psychological construct useful in conceptualizing a subsystem 
of the total personality, objectively approached, with reference to its de- 
velopment, structure, and functioning. If we wish to be rigorous, it is 
best to speak of a group of ego processes or functions, although this is 
sometimes awkward. Ego functions have a wide range; they are 
intimately connected with such cognitive processes as attention, percep- 
tion, thinking, and judgment, because ego processes are involved in de- 
termining adjustments to the outer world in the interests of inner needs, 
particularly in a situation where choice or decision, and hence delay or 
postponement of action, is required [cf. 223, p. 4].°° 

On the other hand, the concept of self carries a reflexive connotation: 
“I” can think of “me.” I can discriminate myself from other objects 
perceptually; I can conceive of myself as an object; I can develop 
attitudes toward myself. Thus the self is a phenomenal datum, whereas 
the ego is a construct. “The self can be observed and described; the ego 
is deduced and postulated. The ego may be conceived in quasi-physio- 
logical terms as a sub-system of the organism” [154, p. 234; cf. 6, chap. 
10; 223]. Furthermore, the self does not mirror the ego—the subject’s 
capacity for self-objectification does not imply his objective knowledge 
of the psychodynamics of his total personality. 


Huxley has suggested that since “mind and mental have various undesirable con- 
Notations, it is best to drop them and to speak of awareness. Psychology in the 
Customary sense can then be regarded as part of the general study of awareness and 
Its evolution.” This would include “the way in which new possibilities of awareness 
are in fact realized, and also of the limitations on their realization . . . . There 
are two evolutionary prerequisites for a high organization of awareness involving 
the incorporation of individual experience by learning: (1) a long youth 
Period . . . ; (2) homothermy, permitting greater uniformity and continuity of 
awareness, Prerequisites for the further organization of the awareness-system, to 
enable it to incorporate experiences from other individuals and from past genera- 
tions, are (1) social life, (2) the capacity to organize awareness in the form of 
concepts, (3) true speech. These have permitted the evolution of the unique type 
of awareness-system found in man” [113, pp. 558-559; cf. 110]. ‘ 

Hartmann [86] distinguishes ego, a psychic subsystem of the total personality, 


es functions distinguishable from the id and superego, from self, one’s own 
erson, 
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Considered in evolutionary perspective, the ego may be said to be the 
major “psychological organ” that structurally differentiates the most 
highly evolved members of the Hominidae from subhominid primates 
and probably other hominids of lower evolutionary rank. It lies at the 
core of a human personality structure as we know it in Homo sapiens. 
Hall and Lindzey, for example, point out that “among the theorists who, 
in some way, make prominent use of the ego or self concept are Adler, 
Allport, Angyal, Cattell, Freud, Goldstein, Jung, Murphy, Murray, and 
Sullivan” [73, p. 545; cf. 218, pp- 27-28]. It permits adaptation at a 
new behavioral level. Since, in ontogenetic development, the beginnings 
of ego processes can be identified in the first half year of life well before 
the acquisition of speech, we can say that, while ego development occurs 
in a context of social interaction, in its initial stages it is not contingent 
upon the prior existence of either speech or culture. The underlying 
capacities for ego functioning must have deeper psychobiological roots.” 
This is the area in which the evolutionary problem lies. Rapaport, dis- 
cussing the general, or psychological, theory of psychoanalysis with ref- 
erence to the drive-object conception of reality, writes: 


While the instincts of animals on lower evolutionary levels appear to be 
directly and more or less rigidly coordinated to specific external stimuli, the 
instincts of animals on higher evolutionary levels appear to be less rigidly 
coordinated to such specific stimuli. This difference may be characterized 
as a progressive internalization of the regulation of behavior [which is] con- 
sidered coterminous with the establishment of the ego [183, p. 98]. 


Heinz Hartmann has been a pioneer in the development of psycho- 
analytic ego psychology. He says that we must not overlook important 
relations between animal instinct and human ego functions. His point is 
that “many functions, which are taken care of by instincts” in the lower 
animals “are in man functions of the ego.” But, he says, we should not 
identify the nature and role of instincts in animals with “drives” in man. 
“The id, too, does not appear to be a simple extension of the instincts of 
lower animals. While the ego develops in the direction of an ever closer 
adjustment to reality, clinic experience shows the drives, the id-tendencies, 
to be far more estranged from reality than the so-called animal instincts 
generally are” [85, P- 379 ff.]. With reference to ontogenesis, Hartmann 
has been responsible for stressing an early “undifferentiated phase,” in 
contrast with the notion that the id is chronologically older than the ego, 
and the concept of a “conflict-free ego sphere”? [86]. In the early un- 
differentiated stage of ontogenetic development, there are no ego func- 
tions and no differentiation of self from the world outside. With respect 


“While there is a considerable literature on the body-image phenomenon, the 
relations between body image, ego, and self-concepts are still under discussion [61]. 
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. we cannot speak, in regard to the animal, of that kind of separation 
into ego and id which exists in the human adult. The very fact that the 
concept of instincts as it pertains to the lower animals is much more com- 
prehensive than the concept of instinctual drives as it pertains to man pre- 
vents such a separation. It is possible, and even probable, that it is just this 
sharper differentiation of the ego and the id—the more precise division of 
labor between them—in human adults which on the one hand makes for a 
superior, more flexible relation to the outside world and, on the other, 
increases the alienation of the id from reality [cf. 85]. 


Discussing Hartmann’s conception of reality, Rapaport says: 


Tn animals of lower evolutionary levels the instincts are the guarantees 
of reality adaptedness; man’s drives have lost much of this role, and thus 
inborn adaptedness is with him more a potentiality than an actuality; proc- 
esses of adaptation outweigh inborn adaptedness. This potentiality for in- 
ternalized regulation of behavior actualizes in the course of the development 
of the ego, which thus becomes man’s organ of adaptation . . . Hartmann 
goes even further and conceives of the reality to which man adapts as one 
created by him and his predecessors [183, p. 100]. 


Related to Hartmann’s views are those of H. E. Erikson. “Man is 
potentially preadapted . . . to a whole evolving series of such environ- 
ments [which] are not ‘objective, but rather social environments which 
meet his maturation and development half-way” [183, p. 100]. 

These views are of central importance in a conjunctive approach to 
human evolution. They reinforce other evidence which indicates that the 
general evolutionary trend is one in which the role of central cortical 
functions, acting as intervening variables, becomes increasingly important. 
Ego processes and functions in Homo sapiens would appear to represent 
the culmination of this trend in the primates, laying the foundation. 
among other things, for the more psychologically complex “inner world” 
of man. At the same time, the potentialities for relative autonomy from 
the external environment, in the purely “objective” sense, can be ap- 
Preciated as an inherent part of later hominid evolution and the role 
which culturally constituted “behavioral” environments came to play in 
man’s psychosocial adaptation. y 

Since, in contrast to the more peremptory determinants of behavior, 
80 processes refer to those aspects of behavior which are delayable, bring 
about delay, or are themselves products of delay [59, p. 5], evidence for 
the phylogenetic roots of the ego may be sought in the functional 
“quivalents of ego processes and functions at lower primate levels. 

Although Nissen does not make the inference himself, I think that 


the examples he gives in support of his assertion that the higher anthro- 
poids are “guided by a delicately balanced system of values,” may be 
taken as evidence of the functioning of rudimentary ego processes: 


The larger and stronger male chimpanzee deferring to his female com- 
panion in the division of food, even after the female is pregnant and no 
longer suitable as a sex partner—the animal “punishing” the misbehavior 
of his cagemate and in position to inflict serious injury, but contenting him- 
self with merely nipping him painfully—the chimpanzee refusing to expose 
himself to the frustration of occasional failure in a difficult problem, al- 
though he could get a desirable tidbit 50 per cent of the time by merely 
continuing to make a simple and easy response—these are but a few of 
many instances of a finely adjusted hierarchy of values. Like man, the 
chimpanzee has many values only indirectly related to primary needs, as 
for food, sex, and knowledge [169, p. 108]. 


It need not be inferred, I think, that the values referred to by Nissen 
were socially sanctioned, or that the chimpanzee is capable of consciously 
relating or appraising his own conduct with reference to socially acquired 
values. These values of the chimpanzee do not represent fully articulated 
values in the human sense. We are still at a protocultural level of socio- 
psychological functioning where no normative orientation exists. 
However, the intervening variables that appear to be determinative 
in these situations exemplify the behavioral outcome of the shift from 
physiological to cortical controls which laid the foundation that enabled 
the Pongidae and, no doubt, their protohominind relatives, to develop 
a new level of psychobiological adaptation. I cannot escape the impres- 
sion, either, that the behavior of the chimpanzees at Orange Park 
exemplifies the integration of attention, perceiving, thinking, purposive- 
ness, and the postponement of action, in a rudimentary form, which are 
among the ego processes and functions attributed to Homo sapiens. 
Seeing visitors arriving, they ran quickly to the drinking fountain and, 
after filling their mouths with water, quietly waited for the closer ap- 
proach of the visitors before discharging it at them. Hebb and Thompson, 
who report this observation [90, p. 539], do not refer to ego processes 
or function but use the episode to illustrate the chimpanzees’ capacity 
for what is called “syntactic behavior,” which they consider crucial in 
phylogenesis. In involves an “increasing independence of the conceptual 
activity from the present Sensory environment, and an increasing capacity 
for entertaining diverse conceptual processes at the same time.” Among 
other things it “eventually makes speech possible.” “At the lowest level, it 
is the capacity for delayed response or a simple expectancy; at the high- 
est level, for ‘building’ not only a series of words but also of sentences, 
whose meaning only becomes clear with later words or sentences.” To my 
mind, Hebb’s concept of syntactic behavior falls along the psychological 
dimension in phylogenesis where we must look for the rudimentary phases 


` 


of ego processes and functions.” At the same time, I do not think that 
behavioral evidence such as that cited, which appears to indicate the 
functioning of rudimentary ego processes, allows us to make the further 
inference that this behavior involves self-objectification. 

The capacity for self-objectification represents a level of psycho- 
logical integration that requires the operation of additional factors. On 
the one hand, self-objectification is rooted in a prior development of rudi- 
mentary ego functions; on the other, the representation and articulation 
of a sense of self-awareness is contingent upon the capacity for the 
symbolic projection of experience in socially meaningful terms, i.c., in a 
mode that is intelligible interindividually. There must be a functional 
integration of intrinsic representative processes with some extrinsically 
expressible means of symbolization. An extrinsic mode is necessary in 
order to mediate socially transmitted and commonly shared meanings in 
a system of social action. There must become available to an individual 
some means whereby inwardly as well as outwardly directed reference to 
his own experience and that of others, and to objects and events in his 
world that are other than self, can find common ground. Outward be- 
havior can be perceived and imitated through observational learning in 
nonhominid primates. Emotional experiences can become contagious. But 
what is privately sensed, imaged, conceptualized, or thought cannot be 
imitated or responded to without an overt sign extrinsic to the experience 
itself. Working the drinking fountain at Orange Park or nest building in 
the chimpanzee can be socialized without the mediation of any form of 
extrinsic representation. There is no evidence to suggest that either 
the chimpanzee or any other nonhominid has developed a traditional 
means whereby it is possible for an individual to represent himself and 
other objects and events to himself as well as to others. Consequently, 
even though capacities for ego-centered processes may exist, they can 
attain only a limited functional range. 

In phylogenetic perspective there is evidence that intrinsic symbolic 
processes (i.e, central processes that function as substitutes for or 
representatives of sensory cues or events that are not present in the im- 
mediate perceptual field) occur not only in subhominid primates but in 
Some lower species. But even in the higher apes the functioning of these 
representative processes appears to be limited, as is a capacity for ego 
processes, But it is difficult to know precisely what these limits are. 
Schneirla, making reference to Crawford’s experiment [40] on the co- 
Operative solving of problems by chimpanzees, says that these animals 


“Hebb and Thompson make a most illuminating comment: “It is probably a 
common experience to all who have worked at the Yerkes Laboratories to feel that 
the bare bones of human personality, the raw essentials, are being laid open before 

'S eyes. At the same time, it is hard to convey this to others, and to support it 
With behavioral evidence” (90, p. 544]. 


- + . were able to learn a gestural form of communication and use it sym- 
bolically. [They were enabled] to summon one another by means of self- 
initiated gestures such as gentle taps on the shoulder. These were truly 
symbolic, and not merely signals to action. The chimpanzee who tapped was 
presenting, in anticipation of its social effect, a special cue which had come 
to symbolize, i.e., to stand for meaningfully, the expected social result. The 
symbolic, anticipative, and directive nature of this gestural cue was indi- 
cated by the fact that, when shoulder taps were insufficient, or slow in 
producing co-operation, the active animal would turn to pulling alone, or 
might act forcibly and directly to get the second animal involved in pulling, 
Although it is not known how far and in what ways such gestural devices 
may be involved in chimpanzee group communication under natural condi- 
tions, their use is probably very limited (205, pp. 64-65].5* 


Interpreted in this way, the gestures referred to may be considered a 
rudimentary and highly limited mode of displacement or extrinsic sym- 
bolization. The function of these gestures was, of course, imposed by the 
nature and circumstances of the experiment. In this framework, condi- 
tions were not favorable for the perpetuation of these gestures through 
social learning and transmission in a wider group. 

A unique observation illustrates the presence of intrinsic symbolic 
processes in chimpanzees, tantalizing because of their incommunicability. 
It is reported that Viki sometimes played with what appeared to be an 
imaginary pull-toy which she towed around on an imaginary string [88, 
chap. 11]. Viki, of course, could not deliberately communicate the con- 
tent of her experience to ape or man, even if she had so desired. She 
could only act out her fantasy. Mrs. Hayes could only observe what she 
saw and guess what the probable image was that motivated Viki’s be- 
havior. Viki did not have the capacity to abstract, objectify, and trans- 
form the content of her intrinsic symbolic processes into a symbolic form 
extrinsic to the experience itself. For the same reason, we can be certain 
that she could not think about herself as an object playing with her 
pull-toy. Because there was no system of extrinsic symbolization available 
as a means of communication, the world that Viki and Mrs. Hayes could 
share was very limited psychologically, It may be that one of the major 
reasons chimpanzees cannot be taught to speak is that they are not cap- 
able of manipulating second-order abstractions of the type necessary for 


“In a later publication, Schneirla notes that “a child’s attainment of sentences 
marks a new advance from the stage of unitary verbal symbols, and contrasts sharply 
with a monkey's inability to master symbolic relationships beyond the simplest 
abstractions. In a far wider sense, man’s capacity for repatterning verbal symbols 
serially, or for attaining such symbols at all, is qualitatively far above the functional 
order represented by the gestural symbolic processes to which the chimpanzee 
seems developmentally limited, although not altogether dissimilar in its ontogenetic 
basis” [207, p. 102]. I am not concerned here with the introduction of symbolic 
cues into laboratory investigations by the experimenter [80, p. 493 fe]. 


extrinsic symbolization even though lower levels of abstraction are 
possible for them. 

The earliest unequivocal proof of the capacity of Homo sapiens for 
extrinsic symbolization in a visual mode is found in the cave art of the 
Upper Paleolithic. Here we find the graphic representation of such 
animals as mammoth, rhinoceros, bison, wild horse, reindeer, etc., 
which could not have been present in the perceptual field of the artist 
when the drawings were made. The location of them in most of the 
caves excludes this possibility. The number of human, or human-like 
figures, is small in proportion to the hundreds of animal drawings. 
So far as the figures of wild animals are concerned, we can only infer 
that the men of this period had highly accurate and vivid memory 
images of the contemporary fauna (intrinsic symbolization). At the 
same time, their capacity to abstract essential features of their images 
and represent them in a material medium is demonstrated. When the 
animals themselves were not present, the drawings of them in a natu- 
ralistic style could convey to other men what was “in” the artist's 
“mind.” While the iconic type of symbolization employed required 
Some abstraction, there is a relatively close correspondence in form 
between the object seen, the memory image, and the graphic symboli- 
zation. 

But there also seems to be evidence in the cave art of a related 
human capacity, that is, the ability to project graphically synthetic 
images of fabulous creatures, animal-like or human-like, which were 
hot objects of ordinary perceptual experience. These belong, rather, 
to the world of creative imagination. The beast with two horns at 
Lascaux is the prime example of the representation of a fantastic ani- 
mal.’’ Many examples of ambiguous human figures—synthesizing both 

“In one cave T visited I remember crawling along a low gallery on my knees, 
with candle in hand, for a considerable distance before reaching the end of it. 

iscouraged at not finding any drawings, I turned over on my back for a rest. There 
above me were several drawings of wild horses. And Laming says: “At Arcy-sur- 
Cure the engravings are discovered only after a painful crawl of about 80 yards 
Over slippery clay and sharp-pointed calcite. Such remote recesses, difficult of 
access and laborious of approach, are almost as numerous as the painted and en- 
raved caves themselves, The placing of all these figures in remote parts of dark 
Caverns seems to bear witness to a pursuit of the arduous, the magical, and the 
Sacred” [139, p. 158). 

® Breuil writes: “By its massive body and thick legs, it resembles a bovine 
animal or a Rhinoceros; the very short tail is more indicative of the latter; the 
lanks are marked with a series of O-shaped oval splashes; the neck and ears are 
ridiculously small for the body; the head with a square muzzle, is like that of a 

eline; two long stiff straight shafts, each ending in a tuft, are like no known animal 
orns, unless, as Miss Bate suggested, those of the Pantholops of Thibet ... . 
this is not the only example of a composite unreal animal in Quaternary art, but 


SA the most spectacular” [23, p. 118 and Fig. 89]. The drawing measures about 
t. 6 in 


human and animal characteristics—are known. It is these figures which 
have proved the most difficult to interpret in the whole repertoire of cave 
art, since in style they do not fit the realistic tradition of the animal art.” 
The older view that these semihuman figures were the representation of 
actual human beings wearing masks or the skins of animals has been 
steadily losing ground. In the cave of Trois Fréres, the figure originally 
called a “sorcerer” by Breuil and Bégouën is now thought by them to be 
the representation of the “Spirit controlling the multiplication of game 
and hunting expeditions” [23, pp. 176-177]; in other words, it is a god 
or a personage of an other-than-human class.” If the humanly ambigu- 
ous figures are thought of as belonging to such a class, I believe that it 
may be argued that we have evidence suggesting that a system of beliefs 
is reflected in the art. If such be the case, this category of figures is 
equivalent to the personages that appear in the myths of living primitive 
peoples. In this case, the cave art would offer evidence of a level of 
imaginative functioning and conceptual creativity that transcended a 
purely naturalistic reproduction of what was perceived, It could be inter- 
preted as revealing capacities in early representatives of Homo sapiens 
that are psychologically equivalent to capacities of living peoples studied 
in their full cultural context, where the details of world view and re- 
ligious beliefs have been recorded." 

The symbolism embodied in speech is in a different mode, since sound 
clusters are given a meaning-content that is unrelated to the form or 
qualities of the objects or events represented. Nevertheless, it seems to 
me that we must assume that the same basic capacities for extrinsic 


” For illustrations of 250 examples of these figures and a systematic classification 
and analysis of them, see [195]. 

“Laming is of the opinion that “the imaginary animals and the semi-human 
figures are. . . incompatible with the theory of sympathetic magic” which has 
been applied to the animal art. Considered as a whole, she also finds untenable 
‘the theory that they represent hunting masks or have some connection with ritual 
hunting dances.” “Why should the sorcerers, who were probably the artists of the 
tribe, depict themselves on the walls of the sanctuary wearing their masks?” she 
asks. It seems more likely that these drawings “represent mythical beings who were 
perhaps connected in some way with the history of the ancestors of the group” 
[139, pp. 191-192), 

"GH. the discussion of “persons” of an other-than-human class among Ojibwa 
[78]. Persons of this category are reified beings in the behavioral world of the 
Ojibwa and are equivalent to characters in their myths. Among them these nar- 
ratives are true stories. Since metamorphosis is possible, a hard and fast line cannot 
even be drawn between the outward appearance of human persons and animals. 
Persons of the other-than-human class in particular, appear in myths and dreams 
in animal form. If the Ojibwa had an art similar to that of the Upper Paleolithic 
peoples and we had no other evidence, it can be imagined how difficult it would 
be to interpret the graphic representations they had made of persons of an other- 
than-human class, 


_— 
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 symbolization are involved. Art forms are as indicative of these capacities 
as are speech forms. Among other things, graphic art in all its manifesta- 
tions requires abstraction, or it could not function as a means of repre- 
sentation. In any case, it is hard to believe that the people of the Upper 
Paleolithic did not possess a vocal system of representation (although we 
have no direct evidence of speech) as well as a fully developed mode of 
cultural adaptation equivalent to that of the nonliterate peoples of historic 
times. Viki and other chimpanzees, if considered as representative of an 
advanced level of infrahominid behavior, manifest as little capacity for 
graphic symbolization of an extrinsic type as for vocal symbolization 
[see the colored reproductions of Viki’s paintings in Life, Dec. 3, 1951]. 
By the time we reach the Upper Paleolithic, the infrahominids have been 
left far behind on the ladder of behavioral evolution. 

Systems of extrinsic symbolization necessitate the use of material 
media which can function as vehicles for the communication of mean- 
ings. Abstraction and conceptualization are required since objects or 
events are introduced into the perceptual field as symbols, not in their 
concrete reality. Thus systems of extrinsic symbolization involve the 
Operation of the representative principle on a more complex level than 
do processes of intrinsic symbolization. In the case of Homo sapiens, 
extrinsic symbolic systems, functioning through vocal, graphic, plastic, 
gestural, or other media, make it possible for groups of human beings to 
Share a common world of meanings and values. A cultural mode of 
adaptation is unthinkable without systems of extrinsic symbolization. 

From a phylogenetic point of view, the capacity for individual and 
Social adaptation through the integral functioning of intrinsic symbolic 
Processes and extrinsic symbolic systems enabled an evolving hominid 
to enlarge and transform his world. The immediate, local, time-and- 
Space-bound world of other primates, who lack the capacity for dealing 
effectively with objects and events outside the field of direct perception, 
could be transcended. Speech, through the use of personal pronouns, 
Personal names, and kinship terms made it possible for an individual 
to symbolize, and thus objectify, himself in systems of social action. 
Self-related activities, both in the past and future, could be brought 
into the present and reflected upon.’ What emerged was a personality 
Structure in which ego processes and functions had become salient at a 
high level of integration—self-awareness. The inner world of private 
experience and the outer world of public experience became intricately 


Ber. Révész, who writes, “Without the verbal formulation of subjective experi- 
ence and ethical standards, self-consciousness is incomplete and self-knowledge and 
self-control equally so. To be conscious of one’s own self, to examine one’s own 
endeavors, motives, resolves, and actions, necessarily presupposes language” [188, p. 
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image became, in part, a culturally constituted variable; self-orienta- 
tion became integrated with other basic orientations toward the world 
that enabled the individual to think, feel, and act in a culturally con- 
stituted behavioral environment [76, chap. 4]. As a result of self-objecti- 
fication, human societies could function through the commonly shared 
value orientations of self-conscious individuals, in contrast with the 
societies of nonhominid and probably early hominid primates, where ego- 
centered processes remained undeveloped or rudimentary. In fact, when 
viewed from the standpoint of this peculiarity of man, culture may be 
said to be an elaborated and socially transmitted system of meanings 
and values which, in an animal capable of self-awareness, implements a 
type of adaptation which makes the role of the human being intelligible 
to himself, both with reference to an articulated universe and to his fellow 
men. 

The central importance of ego processes and self-awareness that we 
find distinctive in Homo sapiens can be viewed from another angle. 
Since self-objectification involves self-appraisal in relation to sanctioned 
moral conduct, we can see the social as well as the individual adaptive 
value of unconscious psychological processes such as repression, rational- 
ization, and other defense mechanisms. Culturally constituted moral 
values impose a characteristic psychological burden, since it is not always 
easy, at the level of self-awareness, to reconcile idiosyncratic needs with 
the demands imposed by the normative orientation of the self. For 
animals without the capacity for self-objectification, no such situation can 
arise. Freedman and Roe write: 


Only in man is there simultaneously such a rigidity of social channeling 
and such a degree of potential plasticity and flexibility for the individual. 
Incompatible aims and choices which are desirable but mutually exclusive 
are inevitable conditions of human development. This discrepancy between 
possibility and restriction, stimulation and interdiction, range and construc- 
tion, underlies that quantitatively unique characteristic of the human being: 


conflict [66, p. 461]. 


In Homo sapiens, unconscious mechanisms may be viewed as an adap- 
tive means that permits some measure of compromise between con- 
flicting forces. They relieve the individual of part of the burden not 
only forced upon him by the requirements of a morally responsible 
existence but by the fact that the normative orientation of any human 
social order permeates all aspects of living. A human level of existence 
requires an evolutionary price; man as a species has survived, despite 
proneness to conflict, anxiety, and psychopathology [cf. 66, p. 422]. 
Freud’s interpretation is to be found in his Civilization and Its Discon- 
tents: “The price of progress in civilization is paid for in forfeiting hap- 
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piness through the heightening of the sense of guilt” [67, p. 123]. There 
seems to be little question that one of the crucial areas of individual 
adjustment turns upon the sensitivity of the self to feelings of anxiety and 
guilt. 

Psychoanalysts, in particular, have come more and more to recog- 
nize that psychological maladjustment centers around the structural 
core of the human personality. David Beres, for example, writes: “There 
is then in man this unique structure, the ego, which in its full function 
allows for the expression of those qualities which distinguish the human 
from the animal and which, in their malfunction, give to his behavior 
and thought the characteristically human forms of mental illness” [16, 
pp. 170, 231]. 

Leopold Bellak has recently reviewed the shift in focus that has 
occurred in psychoanalytic thinking: 


A new era, however, “dedicated to the analysis not only of the un- 
conscious but of the ego and its defences,” was initiated with Anna 
Freud’s book The Ego and the Mechanisms of Defense (1936). So 
that now “the pendulum has swung nearly full cycle, in that there is 
So much talk about ego psychology today that the forces of the uncon- 
scious are possibly already somewhat in disregard” [13, pp. 25-26; cf. 
220, p. 146]. 

Franz Alexander, commenting on the same shift of interest, says, 


Mental disease represents a failure of the ego to secure gratification for 
Subjective needs in a harmonious and reality-adjusted manner and a break- 
own of the defenses by which it tries to neutralize impulses which it can- 
not harmonize with its internal standards and external reality. . . . The 
highest form of integrative function requires conscious deliberation. Every- 
thing which is excluded from consciousness is beyond the reach of the ego’s 
ighest integrative functions. . . . Psychoanalytic therapy aims at the ex- 
tension of the ego’s integrative scope over repressed tendencies by making 
them Conscious [3, p. 78.12.00 


Thus, in the terminology I have been using here, psychological 
mnictioning at a level of self-awareness’ is) as important for rational 
personal adjustment as it is for the functioning of sociocultural systems. 
urthermore, as Schneirla points out, it is an error stemming from an 
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185 Cf. Hartmann’s remarks on the synthetic or organizing functions of the ego 
> Pp. 383-384), 
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inadequate comprehension of the complex nature of a human level of 
existence to assume “that man’s ‘higher psychological processes’ con- 
stitute a single agency or unity which is capable of being sloughed 
off” even under extreme provocation. On the contrary— 


. socialized man even under stress of extreme organic need or persistent 
frustration does not regress to the “brute level.” Rather, he shifts to some 
eccentric and distorted variation of his ordinary personality, which varies 
from his prevalent socialized make-up according to the degree of integrity 
and organization attained by that adjustment system [202, p. 273]. 


This is why we find variations in the symptomatology and incidence of 
mental disorders in man when we consider them in relation to differences 
in cultural modes of adaptation. These phenomena often have been given 
a purely relativistic emphasis, But increasing evidence suggests that 
they probably can be ordered to psychodynamic principles and etiologi- 
cal factors that operate universally [14, 226]. Direct comparison, more- 
over, between the psychopathology of the “civilized” individual mind and 
the “primitive” mind savors more than ever of a pseudoevolutionary 
problem. 


CONCLUSIONS 


What we observe in the behavior of Homo sapiens is the evolutionary 
culmination and unique integration of structures and functions which 
had developed over a span of millions of years in the long and complex 
history of the primates. The human nature of Homo sapiens cannot be 
fully grasped outside this framework. The cultural level of adaptation 
which has been said to be the characteristic feature of a human level of 
existence requires a developmental conceptualization which includes pre- 
requisite conditions of a noncultural order and a discrimination of 
organic, social, and psychological variables operating in the past. I have 
used the construct “protoculture” as a means of identifying the necessary, 
but not sufficient, conditions which appear to be the evolutionary pre- 
requisites of the fully developed phase of cultural adaptation as repre- 
sented in Homo sapiens. 

On the assumption that the hominid line of evolutionary radiation 
initially involved the genetic establishment of the structural changes 
which led to a bipedal upright posture and a terrestrial mode of adapta- 
tion, two stages of protocultural development which preceded cultural 
adaptation may be tentatively postulated. The first stage can be as- 
sociated with the prehominids, and evidence for it is derived from ob- 
servations on living groups of nonhominids. In the chronology of be- 
havioral evolution, this protocultural stage may be conceived as having 
great temporal depth; at the same time, its most distinguishing features 
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may be thought of as continuous with the earliest level of hominid mor- 
phological differentiation. In its sociological and psychological dimen- 
sions, it links the prehominids with the early hominids, and also provides 
some of the necessary conditions for later hominid cultural adaptation. 

The second stage of protocultural development can be conceptually 
associated with the earliest hominids prior to the genetic establishment of 
an expanded cortex in the more evolved members of this group, the sub- 
family Homininae. This differentiation of two levels of protocultural de- 
velopment, based as it is on structural changes which have behavioral 
implications, is not intended to be precise, But it enables us to distinguish 
behavioral continuities and differences in relation to known structural 
changes and ecological relations and it provides us with a somewhat more 
differentiated chronological sequence than would a simple dichotomous 
distinction between infrahominid and hominid levels. The second proto- 
cultural stage, in short, is a construct which enables us to distinguish an 
intermediate phase of behavioral evolution. In this phase, certain features 
of an earlier protocultural stage persisted, but were modified by the 
Structural changes which adapted the early hominids to a new ecological 
niche. In turn, this second protocultural stage was transformed; with the 
expansion of the brain, a new level of behavioral evolution, characterized 
bya fully developed mode of cultural adaptation, came into being. 

The most important feature of the earliest protocultural stage (ex- 
emplified by nonhominid primates) was the existence of social structures or 
Systems of social action. These structures were based on role differentiation, 
which partially depend upon the socialization of individuals mediated by 
observational learning, some tutelage perhaps, and unlearned systems of 
‘ign communication, both gestural and vocal. The latter embodied some 
design features which were later incorporated in the more elaborated 
System of linguistic communication that we find associated with the later 
level of cultural adaptation. There was social transmission of some group 
habits at the earlier level; perhaps there was occasional tool using of the 
simplest kind. In other words, it was a form of social organization which, 
in so far as it was a system of social action in which learning was related 
to social structure and to the transmission of social habits, exemplifies 
Some of the basic conditions which are required for cultural adaptation. 
Particularly Striking, in the light of present knowledge, is the lack of any 
evidence that there were any socially transmitted forms of communica- 
tion in nonhominid societies, even though some of the design features of 
the languages characteristic of Homo sapiens were already present." 


“ Carpenter says: “The limitations of capacities for communication, especially 
for symbol communication, seem to stop non-human primate social development at 
the level of limited contemporary social groupings, to preclude the development of 
tribal kinship and to make it impossible for them to have any except the anlagen 
of cultural traditions” [29, p, 242]. 
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So far as learned behavior is concerned, its importance in relation to 
culture has been both exaggerated and oversimplified. As Nissen said, 
“Experience will not make a man out of a monkey” [169, p. 105]. 
Learning in the form of simple conditioning is found far down the 
animal scale.’* Cultural adaptation cannot be equated with learned and 
socially transmitted behavior, although it is one of the necessary condi- 
tions underlying it. Equally important in behavioral evolution is how 
much is learned and what is learned, relative to the psychological 
capacities and total life adjustments of the animal.“ 

In anthropological writing prior to the culture and personality 
movement, the vital connection between learning, social organization, 
and culture remained vague; the gap had not been bridged between 
abstracted culture patterns and the behavior of specific individuals 
through such concepts as socialization or enculturation, personality struc- 
ture, status, and role. The fact had been overlooked that a culture can 
be perpetuated only through the characteristic psychological structural- 
ization of individuals in an organized system of social action. At a proto- 
cultural stage, what was learned differed both quantitatively and qualita- 
tively from what was observed at a later stage in behavioral evolution. 
Particularly significant in primate evolution is the fact that learning be- 
came linked with social structure and the transmission of habits through a 
Socialization process at the subhominid level. Here learning already 
played a part in the life history of the individual and the functioning of 
the social order that closely parallels at many points the part it continued 
to play in human sociocultural systems. Nor has there been sufficient 


3 “ Harlow argues that “there is no evidence that any sharp break ever appeared 
in the evolutionary development of the learning process” [83, p. 288]. At the same 
time, “it is quite clear that evolution has resulted in the development of animals of 
progressively greater potentialities for learning and for solving problems of increas- 


Hilgard is not content with the implicit, if not always explicit, generalization 
4 there are no differences, except quantitative ones, 
between the learning of lower mammals and man.” At the human level, he says, 
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ress on the fact that at the earliest protocultural level, characterized 
egal, by arboreal adaptation and territoriality, arboreal trails had 
to be learned [32, p. 241]. 

Considered in evolutionary perspective, a cultural mode of adaptation 
required an environmental setting in which ecological relations provided 
a foundation for later developments, in addition to sociopsychological 
prerequisites and the functioning of some system of communication. 
Consequently, a second protocultural stage which distinguished the 
hominid line of evolution from that of the pongids was initiated con- 
comitantly with the structural changes. Arboreal adaptation may have 
played a part in the earlier evolution of the primates, and this may have 
included the development of distinctive psychological capacities and be- 
havioral patterns. But it is difficult, if not impossible, to imagine an 
arboreal domain as the ecological matrix of cultural adaptation as ob- 
Served in Homo sapiens. If we take a long-range view of ecological 
adaptation in the primates (excluding cases in which terrestrial adapta- 
tion has been achieved by such Old World monkeys as the baboons, who 
f retained their pronograde mode of locomotion), we can reconstruct a 
Successive series of arboreal adaptations. The series begins high in the 
tropical trectops where lower primate forms occupy a niche, leads down- 
Ward to lower arboreal habitats, and ultimately arrives at a terrestrial 
niche occupied by the hominids. Le Gros Clark says: 


domain, leaving behind representatives of antecedent grades (more or less 
modified for their local habitat of course) in occupation of the particular 
arboreal environment for which they had already become adapted. It may 

said, indeed, that the trees of African and Asiatic forests still retain in 
rough Outline a stratified population of Primates which represents the suc- 
cessive grades of the evolutionary tree of this order. [The] smallest and more 
Primitive types (tree-shrews), by confining their activities mainly to the 
More attenuated branches of the treetops, lead a secluded life within the 
Protection of foliage and have thus become effectively segregated from the 
latger types [146, pp. 320-321]. 


Le Gros Clark does not specifically make the point, but it seems to me 
t the hominids, in developing upright posture and orthograde loco- 
Motion, have taken an almost predictable step in the series of ecological 
Teadaptations which characterize primate evolution. The new ecological 
main of the early hominids subsequently became the theater of the 
cultural adaptation of the more advanced hominids (Homininae). 
Terrestrial living provided the ecological framework of these later 
¢lopments. When the necessary psychological capacities, accumulated 
eXperience, and technological traditions had been developed, the homi- 
nids were able to accelerate the behavioral differences between them- 


f 
| [In the primates] each successive grade has developed a new ecological 
| 
| 
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selves and other primates, achieving greater independence of their en- 
vironment through increasing knowledge of its inanimate resources and 
its fauna and flora and through a succession of discoveries and inventions. 
Even if capacities for tool using were present in arboreal primates, how 
could the properties of stone have been discovered, exploited, and de- 
veloped into the lithic industries of a toolmaking tradition by creatures 
who spent little or no time on the ground? How could the domestication 
of animals and the cultivation of plants come about? How could fire be- 
come of importance in the life of primates confined to an arboreal niche? 
Terrestrial living was one of the necessary prerequisites for cultural 
adaptation. It provided the opportunity for discovering new food re- 
sources. Ultimately it made possible the shift, through a possible scaveng- 
ing stage, to hunting large mammals, cooking meat, and the omnivorous 
diet of the Homininae. Eiseley has pointed out that, so far as organic in- 
heritance is conceived, the hominid gut is not that of a true meat eater. 
Nevertheless, euhominids did become carnivorous and thus underwent, 
according to Eiseley, “a transition in food habits which is unique on the 
planet” [56]. Details regarding this transition during the second proto- 
cultural phase may, in time, be filled in by evidence from archeological 
research. So far, there is no positive evidence that fire was used in the 
carliest stage of terrestrial adaptation.” Since fire could be brought com- 
pletely under control only by fire-making implements, or tools, it may 
well be that they were only developed along with other tools employed 
in hunting and cutting meat. (I refer to the most rudimentary of tools. 
Even very simple cutting tools could have made it possible to supple- 
ment a vegetarian diet with the meat of small animals.) 

Tt can be assumed, I think, that territoriality persisted into the sec- 
ond protocultural stage. A question arises as to whether there was any 
change in the size of organized social groups. Oakley’s estimated size for 
the range of australopithecine groups is 10 to 200 individuals. Washburn 
and DeVore point out that “this corresponds almost exactly to the range 
in size observed in baboons. Since both are plains-living, primarily 
vegetarian forms,” they say, “the comparison is of particular interest” 
[241]. Sahlins has estimated the size of human hunting groups to range 
between 20 and 50 [197]. Present data suggests that the size of localized 
groups may not have increased during the earliest phases of a cultural 
mode of adaptation. Their composition, however, undoubtedly did 
change to include individuals of several generations, as psychological re- 
structuralization provided the foundation for modes of social control 


“Oakley thinks: “It is probable that the earliest paleolithic fire-users were not 
fire-makers, but collected this precious commodity from natural conflagrations, and 
conserved it.” There is evidence that fire was used earlier in Asia and Europe than 
Africa. “The oldest acceptable indications of the use of fire by man in Europe and 
Western Asia are associated with Acheulian hand-axe culture” [176]. 
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that were based on superego functioning as well as external social sanctions. 

We assume that hominid differentiation involved selection for im- 
maturity, as indicated by the fact that maturation was slower, de- 
pendency of the young longer, and menarche later, so that longevity in- 
creased and the generation span became greater than at the subhominid 
level. If this is correct, there must have been a feedback into the system of 
social organization which affected the length of the period of socializa- 
tion and the social transmission of new habits. 

We can also assume that the new ecological domain to which the 
early hominids were becoming adapted provided increased opportunity to 
exercise behavioral potentialities already present. Motor functions like 
grasping hands were freed for new uses, and the discriminatory function 
of binocular stereoscopic vision facilitated new developments in tactile 
skills, manual dexterity, and probably visual imagery. It would appear 
that toolmaking arose in this period if the later australopithecines may be 
taken as representative; according to Washburn, this development may 
have had a feedback effect upon the expansion of the brain. Washburn 
and Avis have expressed the opinion that tool using may require “much 
less brain than does speech and might have started as soon as the hands 
were freed from locomotive functions” [240, p. 432]. Since the cortex 
had not yet undergone expansion, cranial capacity may have only 
ranged from 450 to 600 cc (australopithecines) and communication may 
well have remained at the nonhominid stage, thus maintaining another 
link with the earlier protocultural period. 

. In a new ecological setting, with greatly expanded possibilities for 
life adjustment provided by bipedal locomotion and some minor changes 
in social structure and food habits, the early hominids might have con- 
tinued their existence at this level of adaptation indefinitely if another 
Organic change had not occurred. This was the rapid expansion of the 
brain. Through the addition of neurons and their intricate systems of 
cerebral organization, the brain became the neurophysiological basis 
of the mode of behavioral adaptation that has been called “cultural” in 
Homo sapiens and antecedent types of Homininae. Psychological re- 
structuralization occurred; it became manifest through the generic type 
of personality structure observable in Homo sapiens, it released novel 
potentialities whose feedback into the already existing systems of social 
action transformed them psychodynamically through the now possible 
Normative orientation. For example, while parents and their offspring 
Previously had been associated in systems of social action, the develop- 
ment of incest taboos radically affected their relations psychologically. It 
likewise affected the roles of other individuals brought within the 
Categories of kinship. Mediated by the development of extrinsic forms of 
symbolization which appeared in speech and in the arts, cultural adapta- 
tion may be viewed as the culmination of social evolution in the primates 
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to which new dimensions were added. This development could not have 
occurred, however, without the distinctive combination of prerequisite 
conditions already found in the protocultural phases of behavioral 
evolution. 

There was a quantitative maximization of social learning, reinforced 
by teaching; this led to qualitatively distinctive consequences because of 
the role which learning came to play in the formation of a human per- 
sonality structure and the functioning of the higher mental processes. 
Cognitive processes were raised to a new level of functioning by means 
of culturally constituted symbolic forms; these now could be manipulated 
creatively through reflective thought, imagination, and novel forms of 
expression. Cultural modes of adaptation—or certain aspects of them— 
could also be thought about, objectified, analyzed, judged, and even re- 
modeled to some degree by hominids who had achieved a capacity for 
self-awareness and had become objects to themselves in a world of other 
objects. In the behavioral evolution of the primates, the great novelty 
was not simply the development of a cultural mode of adaptation. It was 
the psychological restructuralization that made this new mode of exist- 
ence possible and also provided the potentialities for cultural readjust- 
ment and change. The psychological basis of culture lies not only in a 
capacity for highly complex forms of learning, but in a capacity for 
transcending what is learned—a potentiality for innovation, creativity, 
reorganization, and change.” 

In time, men even initiated systematic rational inquiries into the 
nature of the inanimate world, the world of living things, and man him- 
self—despite the fact that this knowledge conflicted at many points 
with the traditional world view of their culture. In modern times, 
scientific investigations have demonstrated this extraordinary capacity 
of our species to the highest degree. We now feel far removed from the 
infrahominid level of societal organization or the level of thought and 
action possible for the earliest hominids. Yet our mode of existence, 
elaborate as it may be, is linked with theirs in the same sense that all 
higher forms of organic life are linked with antecedent forms through 
the evolutionary process. In fact, most of the categories of variables 
which appear again and again in the studies of contemporary man can be 
projected into the far-distant past. For a comprehensive understanding of 
the evolutionary roots of human behavior, a conjunctive approach is just 
as relevant as it is for a study of contemporary man. Too radical ab- 


“Cf. Henry, who points out that “because his mechanism for determining 
personal relations lacks specificity,” man’s unique evolutionary path is set for him 
“by his constant tendency to alter his modes of social adaptation. Put somewhat 
in value terms, man tries constantly to make a better society, i.e., one in which he 
can feel more comfortable. When he makes a ‘mistake,’ he tries to change. This is 
one way in which he evolves” (92, pp. 221-222]. 


stractions of the morphological, sociological, ecological, or psychological 
variables considered above leads to fragmentary knowledge in either 
case. 

In either framework, too, man’s social nature emerges as a para- 
mount fact which cannot be ignored. The higher primates, like the 
later hominids, were gregarious animals. But this must not be taken as a 
banal descriptive fact. Their social existence took the form of discretely 
organized systems of social action, even though these were more re- 
stricted in numbers and differentiation of roles than ours, Behavioral 
evolution must be thought of as the concomitant evolution of con- 
tinuously present and changing social relations, structured in systems of 
social action—not as the evolution of the behavioral attributes of isolated 
individuals. Consequently the genetic changes which took place in the 
primates, as in other animals, present problems in population genetics, 
the population units in this case being the social groups referred to. Thus, 
organic, ecological, social, and psychological variables all need to be con- 
sidered in relation to each other at all levels of behavioral evolution.” 

In Homo sapiens, personality, society, and culture have been con- 
ceptually differentiated for special types of analysis and investigation. At 
the same time, their interdependence is now well recognized. They can- 
not be postulated as independent variables either in the study of modern 
man or in human behavioral evolution. Considered phylogenetically, we 
gain some insight into the temporal depth of their intimate connections, 
as well as their relation to organic and ecological variables. Besides this, 
the significance of these integral connections is brought into focus both 
with respect to the sociopsychological nature of modern man as a product 
of evolution and the primary adaptive processes inherent in the achieve- 
ment of the sociocultural systems which have become characteristic of 
his mode of life. 
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f The aim in this paper is to analyze the ways in which anthropologists 
writing about culture change have used psychological materials. The 
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initial meaning we ascribe to “culture change” is any modification in the 
way of life of a people, consequent either to internal stimuli (such as in- 
vention) or to contact between two peoples with unlike ways of life. In 
anthropological usage this latter process is termed “acculturation” and it 
will be our major focus. The meaning of these terms will expand as we 
proceed. By “psychological materials” we mean concepts, theories or 
postulates, methods, or data that have been developed primarily by 
professional psychologists, and in some instances by psychiatrists. 

Other anthropologists have reviewed the much larger range of re- 
lations between anthropology and psychology [13, 16, 16a, 23], and the 
other articles by anthropologists in this volume select differently from the 
possibilities afforded by contact between the two fields. The rationale for 
the focus of this paper is that as anthropologists attempt to describe and 
analyze culture change as a process, they will be most likely to use what- 
ever they have learned from psychology (and elsewhere) that they find 
useful, This is so, we believe, because culture change is a process involy- 
ing all dimensions of adaptation—cultural, social, and psychological. 
Changes in the norms for behavior shared within a society occur as 
antecedents, consequences, and concomitants of psychological adapta- 
tions on the part of individuals interacting in social contexts. 


Influence of the Culture and Personality Movement 


Between the early thirties and late forties “culture and personality” 
merged and grew as a field of interest in anthropology to such an ex- 
tent that it assumed the proportion of a fad. In 1954, Clyde Kluckholn, 
one of the major contributors to the culture and personality development, 
said: “Work in this field has suffered as a consequence of its being so 
fashionable for the last decade or two . . . many publications have been 
hasty, overly schematic, and indeed naive.” He further points out that 
history and biology have been neglected in culture and personality 
Studies, that there have been many unwarranted assumptions of homo- 
geneity in the populations studies, and that in some cases there has been 
a ludicrous overemphasis upon a few aspects, or even a single aspect, of 
child training [25]. Kluckhohn’s estimate appears to be widely shared 
among anthropologists at present. And these attitudes play a role in the 
use of psychology by anthropologists now. 

è Anthropologists who have done research in culture and person- 
ality or have taught a course in this field have developed some 
fairly Systematic notions about psychological processes. Such anthropol- 
Ogists have also been influenced by the mood of the day on the subject 
of culture and personality. When they describe and analyze culture 
change as a process, a way of life in motion, they have need of concepts 
and methods to help them answer perplexing questions that are not 
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raised in more static situations. Presumably they will use whatever con- 
cepts and methods are known and available to them unless they have 
turned against them as a matter of principle. Do they turn to psychol- 
ogy? When they do, what do they select to use? How do they use it? Are 
psychological usages by anthropologists decreasing? These are the kinds 
of questions with which the substantive part of the paper will be con- 
cerned. 


Procedure 


The culture concept of the anthropologists and some of the problems 
inherent in its use in the study of culture change will be discussed briefly 
to provide relevant background for the analysis to follow. Two ap- 
proaches to the study of acculturation will be presented and differences in 
the conceptualization of the psychological dimensions in culture change 
will be analyzed. The first statement was published in 1936 [39], the 
second in 1954 [41], and both can be considered representative. Con- 
trasts between them are symptomatic of certain trends in the anthro- 
pological utilization of psychological materials. After this, a sample of 94 
books and articles on acculturation, represented in a volume of critical 
abstracts covering the period from 1929 to 1952, will be analyzed. 
Bernard Siegel, the compiler of the volume, states that “an effort is 
made to abstract all the major empirical studies reported by anthro- 
pologists in the setting of North America which are of importance in 
analyzing the processes of sociocultural change under conditions of cul- 
tures in contact” [40, p. v]. Further details of procedure in the analysis of 
materials cited in this volume will be provided later. The final step will 
be to present a similar analysis of all articles on culture change published 
in the American Anthropologist from 1952 to April, 1962. The paper 
will be concluded with a discussion of some recent developments. 


THE CULTURE CONCEPT 


The touchstone of anthropological theory, particularly in North 
America, has been the culture concept. Many articles have been devoted 
to it, and Kroeber and Kluckhohn have compiled and analyzed more 
than one hundred definitions of it [30]. A brief discussion of certain 
issues relating to this concept will aid in understanding the motivations 
of anthropologists who turn to psychology for help in culture-change 
analyses, as well as those who ignore psychology or have purposely 
spurned its use. 

There are some anthropologists who conceive of culture as display- 
ing dynamics of its own—abstracted from its human bearers—and as 
providing a self-sufficient analytic framework. There are other anthro- 
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pologists who regard culture as an overly abstracted and insufficient con- 
struct that must be expanded by other concepts in order to provide a use- 
ful theoretical model of working relationships. The extreme “culturo- 
logical” position is represented by Leslie White when he says, in an attack 
on psychological explanations, “culture has, in a very real sense, an 
extrasomatic character. Although made possible only by organisms of 
human beings, once in existence and under way it has a life of its own 

. its own laws . . . explained in culturology.” And again, “The 
most realistic and scientifically adequate interpretation of culture is one 
that proceeds as if human beings did not exist” [56, pp. 693-694]. 

Professor White has recently extended and defended this position 
[57]. The “fallacy of pseudorealism” is his term for the view that people 
and not cultures “do things,” and he charges that some influential 
anthropologists have tended to give over to psychology that which can be 
directly observed in human behavior. He maintains that “a consideration 
of human organisms is irrelevant to the solution of certain problems of 
culture.” 

He goes on to differentiate the subject matters of psychology and 
anthropology, stating that “symboling” is characteristic only of humans. 
“Symbolates” (any characteristically human act, thought, or material 
product) considered in relationship to the human organism, or somatic 
context, is the subject matter of psychology. The same symbolates, con- 
sidered in relationship to each other—in an “extrasomatic” context—are 
the subject matter of anthropology. This class of phenomena is brought 
into existence by exercise of the symbol faculty of the human species. 
The class includes language, beliefs, customs, tools, dwellings, works of 
art, etc., collectively called “culture.” Once brought into existence, sym- 
bolates are suprabiological and are transmitted by the mechanisms of 
social heredity [57]. 

Few anthropologists would deny that many analytic problems in 
cultural process can be settled without reference to the needs, motiva- 
tions, or perceptual structuring of human beings. Nor would White 
claim that the dynamics of culture change, as we expand their meaning, 
can all be explained culturologically. But he would say that those which 
cannot should be dealt with by somebody else, not by anthropologists. 
His views have been influential, partly because they appeal to many 
anthropologists who are disturbed by the sprawling, diversified character 
of the discipline and feel the need for enclosure. To us his view seems too 
constricted to permit the flexible, open-ended, problem-oriented ap- 
proach that appears to be necessary if certain crucial aspects of culture 
change are to be analyzed. 

The lack in White’s position is recognition of the fact that changes 
occur simultaneously in all cases of so-called culture change. These 
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changes are in the areas of social structure and interaction (changes in 
social roles and statuses, group size, territoriality, etc.), symbolates (cul- 
ture patterns and traits, ranging all the way from knowledge to tools), 
and psychological adaptations (restructuring of motivations, affective 
controls, self-concept, and perceptual and cognitive systems). We want to 
be able to study White’s symbolates in change situations in relation to 
each other and to the organism and simultaneously. Not all studies of 
culture change need to be complicated in this way, but some of them 
should be. It seems to us that this is the road, precipitous and rocky as it 
may be, to a unified theory of human behavior in adaptation to changing 
conditions of survival. 

The late Alfred Kroeber, perhaps the most influential American 
anthropologist since Franz Boas, agrees with the “as-if” rule, proceeding, 
as a convenience, as if culture were an autonomous realm, even though 

_ he grants that its locus is in persons. With White, he feels that our 
knowledge of the psychology of persons has failed conspicuously to ex- 
plain cultural forms. Specific cultural effects cannot be explained on the 
basis of specific “psychic” causes: psychology does not help us to under- 
stand why Comanche Indians cut off the noses of unfaithful wives or why 
Chukchee share their wives with visitors, or why milk products are 
abhorred by Chinese and considered staple foods by Europeans and 
Mongols. Explaining cultural forms by psychic causes is a form of re- 
ductionism that tends merely to confuse analyses and make unnecessary 
labor. He turns to cultural antecedents in time and space to make the 
relations of cultural forms intelligible. He does not think this will lead 
to “laws” of efficient causality, for final causes will continue to reside in 
the psychic or psychosomatic. He does not ask for laws, but for qualified 
generalizations about the relations of culture forms [27, 28, 29]. Kroeber’s 
position can be termed “modified culturological.” 

The majority of anthropologists would probably find this position 
acceptable. If one accepts the purposes and rules of the game on Kroeber’s 
terms, the internal logic of this stance cannot be gainsaid. There are 
serious difficulties consequent to this position, however. Once culture is 
abstracted from human psyches in this way, it is almost impossible to 
talk about many processes relevant to culture change without using 
reifying or anthropomorphizing terms. Kroeber himself, for example, 
uses terms like “cultural fatigue,” “the death of cultures,” “the person- 
alities of cultures” [28, pp. 135, 161, 403]. In a review of Kroeber’s 
Configurations of Cultural Growth, Clyde Kluckhohn has pointed out 
much the same thing [24]. He says that statements like the following 
make him feel “uncomfortable,” even though in part his review is a 
defense of Kroeber’s position. The passage he refers to is this: “It is 
entirely possible for a culture not to seize upon its finest pattern potential- 
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ities; to be lacking in ability to select or concentrate, and instead, to dis- 
sipate its energies in random or conflicting endeavors at expression” [26, 
p. 796]. Kroeber has recognized the ambiguity of this and similar phras- 
ing, and calls for nonreifying language [29, p. 407]. 

When the culture concept is used as the exclusive frame of reference 
for analysis of culture change, it is subject to severe stress. The “as-if” 
rule provides a way of talking, but it does not provide a satisfying 
theoretical basis for dealing with process. 


Our Position Stated 


In fairness to the reader it seems desirable to state our position now. 
(Our concept of culture and the multidimensional process of culture 
change is implicit in criticisms already stated and will be a factor in the 
selection and analysis of data in the remainder of the paper.) 

Culture may be defined in various ways, depending on the purpose 
of analysis and the problem. For us, the definition which follows is most 
useful in culture-change analyses. Culture consists of the patterns for 
behavior, both explicit (verbalized) and implicit (usually not verbalized 
but inferable from behavior) which are shared by a group of people and 
transmitted to new members. These patterns are antecedent to the 
existence of any new member of the group, but are continually in trans- 
formation or modification as people react to and mediate them. Our con- 
struct includes definitions of personality traits, possessions, symbols of 
status, and conditions of being which are considered desirable by the 
group; norms for behavior in all roles and statuses available to members 
of the group; and patterns for subsistence activity, child training, 
ceremonials, medical practice, etc.; and patterns of belief that justify the 
behaviors required in the various areas mentioned. 

Culture is represented in, though never identical with, the cognitive 
maps, motivations, perceptual structuring, affective controls, and ego de- 
fenses of individuals. These constructs we regard as the consequences, in 
individuals, of the life experience within a culturally patterned environ- 
ment, and together constitute the personality. Each individual’s per- 
sonality is different in some degree from that of any other person’s de- 
pending on idiosyncratic life experience. Both the derivation of per- 
sonality and the expression of it are, however, bounded by cultural norms. 
The personalities of individuals and the cultural patterns of the group are 
modified by new experience. 

In acculturation situations, the established culture significantly affects 
the adaptations people make to changes in the conditions of life which 
are created by the impact of another culture and its bearers. As changes 
in the conditions of survival occur, established cultural patterns at least 
temporarily lose their meaning. Under conditions of rapid acculturation 


516 GEORGE AND LOUISE SPINDLER 


they may even become dysfunctional and therefore threatening to the in- 
dividual who is trying to adapt to the new situation. The binding of 
cultural patterns upon the individual becomes loosened. Behaviors be- 
come comparatively, though never wholly, randomized. New alternatives 
are perceived and reacted to differently by different individuals, but 
within a spectrum limited in part by prior cultural patterns. When a suc- 
cessful (i.e., functional) adaptation is reached by a number of persons, 
new cultural patterns emerge and are consolidated in coherent form. 

Most groups (societies, in the larger sense) in the world today, 
particularly primitive or nonliterate groups undergoing rapid and dis- 
junctive change, have not reached the consolidative phase of adaptation. 
They are, rather, in the adaptive phase of pattern loosening and com- 
parative randomization of behavior. 

Precisely because this is so, we feel that psychological concepts, tools, 
and methods must be utilized if the strategy of so-called “culture change” 
studies is to be satisfying. Individuals are thrown upon their own resources 
of adaptation to a greater extent when previously tight cultural bound- 
aries are weakened or destroyed. Their psychology must be understood, 
including the cognitive maps, etc., that reflect the imprint of their tradi- 
tions, their reactive mediation of these patterns under stress conditions, 
and their perception of and groping toward new solutions, 

This is not to say that all culture-change phenomena must be “re- 
duced” to the level of individual psychology. Precisely because ante- 
cedent patterns of culture are shared, even though shared with idio- 
syncratic variation, regularities in psychological adaptation may be ex- 
pected. The fact that all culture bearers in adaptation are human beings 
also suggests that regularities of psychological process must exist in dis- 
integrating and reformulating situations. In fact, one of the significant 
potential contributions of the study of peoples adapting to the exigencies 
of rapid culture change should be a fuller understanding of panhuman 
regularities in psychological adaptation. There is no logical reason why a 
psychologically oriented study must be a study of individuals as such any 
more than a culturally oriented study must be a study of abstractions 
from behavior as such. Psychological process exhibits regularities and 
structure. “Personality,” “cognitive system,” “ego structure,” ctc., are 
abstractions from minutiae of observation Just as culture patterns, traits, 
and complexes are. 

The strategies of this complex study are only beginning to be worked 
out. Much fumbling must be expected. But worked out we feel they must 
be. In part, this paper details how anthropologists have dealt with the 
problems of this strategy, variously conceived; in part, it is a prediction of 
what will happen as future resolutions are effected. We will term this 
emergent strategy a psychocultural approach. 
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ANTHROPOLOGICAL FIRST STEPS TOWARD A PSYCHO- 
CULTURAL APPROACH (1936-1948) 


With the background of the problem established, we turn to some first 
attempts by anthropologists to supplement the formalistic cultural ap- 
proach. Constructs such as “themes,” “covert culture,” “values,” and 
“basic attitudes” have been applied to analyses of culturally patterned be- 
havior. In the applications of these constructs, authors refer explicitly to 
their analytic utility in culture-change situations. They all seem to be 
movements toward a psychological dimension without being radical de- 
partures from the cultural frame of reference. 

Morris Opler defines themes as denoting “a postulate or position, de- 
clared or implied, and usually controlling behavior or stimulating activity. 
They are represented in many different aspects of culturally patterned be- 
havior which is tacitly approved or openly promoted in a society” [37]. 
That men are physically, mentally, and morally superior to women is 
such a theme in Chiricahua Apache culture. It is represented in patterned 
behaviors with respect to sorcery, sex, childbirth, public roles, feasts, and 
sacred sanctuaries. Opler points out that themes such as these help to ex- 
plain culture change, and especially acculturation. He illustrates this with 
examples that show how new cultural forms are perceived and integrated 
in relation to different themes into Chiricahua and Jicarilla Apache 
culture. 

The concept of “covert” culture has also been used. Though it is 
like themes in its permeative and integrative character, covert culture is 
by definition hidden, rarely verbalized, implicit. Kluckhohn (among 
others) has made use of the concept. Among the Navaho, for example, 
the unstated premise that “sexual rights are property rights” relates other- 
wise incoherent behavioral facts in the treatment of illegitimate children, 
in the behavior at squaw dances, and in the complex of marriage. 
Kluckhohn points out the utility of this concept as an analytic tool. 
Adopting only limited overt aspects of a new culture results in disorgani- 
zation, because the accompanying covert cultural configurations which 
act as limiting and integrating controls in the other setting are not also 
acquired [22]. 

H. Scudder Mckeel was one of the first anthropologists to use values 
as a conceptual tool in the analysis of culture change. In his treatment, 
values are desirable features of character embodied in the “ideal man.” 
He illustrates how the Teton Dakota (Sioux) values—bravery, generosity, 
fortitude, and moral integrity—have been retained “behind the concrete 
patterns” of radically changed cultural forms and how they survive de- 
spite their dysfunctional role in the modern situation. In traditional 
Sioux culture, for example, very high value is placed upon generosity ex- 


518 GEORGE AND LOUISE SPINDLER 


pressed in gift giving at most important social occasions and in hospitality 
extended to relatives and friends. This makes the accumulation of 
Property —necessary to the goal of material success in American culture— 
very difficult for those Sioux who still maintain this pattern for be- 
havior [35]. 

Highly generalized attitudes, such as the belief in immanent justice, 
considered indicative of “world view,” are used as analytic categories 
by Laura Thompson in her analysis of culture change among the Zuni, 
Navaho, Papago, Dakota Sioux, and Ojibwa Indians. She analyzes re- 
ponses to the thematic apperception, moral ideology, and emotional re- 
sponse tests by Indian children six to eighteen years of age. She finds 
evidence that the world view in each tribe is congruent with the abo- 
riginal mode of life and that these world views have apparently per- 
sisted despite great changes in the economy, social structure, and overt 
culture resulting from the changes in the conditions of life that are 
brought about by the impact of Euro-American culture [49]. 

These concepts have much in common, They interrelate seemingly 
disparate aspects of culturally patterned behavior, They call attention to 
premises for behavior that are, in varying degrees, implicit and not 
ordinarily verbalized by agents of the culture. They all move from the 
formal cultural level toward a level of culture in personality. They take 
into account the mediative, reactive aspect of human behavior, and are 
therefore not purely culturological. But they are still essentially cultural 
in their formulation and Suggest that anthropologists in this period were 
not willing to move far from, much less discard, the culture concept. 

During the latter phase (the mid-forties) of the period during which 
these constructs and their applications were emerging, the more broad 
personality and culture group was gaining strength. A veritable flood of 
publications appeared—analyses of the effect of child training on per- 
sonality development and the relation of both to the culturally patterned 
environment, the study of basic personality, of national character and of 
various forms of abnormality in cultural context. Although the influence 
of behaviorism and, to some extent, gestalt psychology was represented in 
these writings, the influence of 
chiatry was decidedly dominant. Some anthropologists made explicit use 
of psychological concepts or methods in the analysis of culture change. 

Two of the most definitive attempts to develop a framework for 
analysis of culture change using explicit psychological concepts employed 
learning theory. In 1942, John Gillin published an article titled “Ac- 
quired Drives in Culture Contact.” He equates custom and habit, refers 
to the extinguishing of old customs (as habits) when their observance is 
punished, discusses acquiring new secondary drives, and cites Hull, 
Mowrer, Neal Miller, and Dollard [10]. He argues that changes in 
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specific cultural content brought about by new “acquired” or “secondary” 
drives can be handled efficiently in the framework of learning theory. 
But he also argues that the relations of new patterns of “customary re- 
sponse” can “seemingly be explained only by principles formulated on 
the strictly cultural level” [10, p. 547]. He is willing to grant the efficacy 
of a psychological framework for the segmental, but not the integrative, 
aspects of culture change. He too seems reluctant to go far from the cul- 
tural frame of reference. 

In 1945, A. Irving Hallowell published a paper titled “Sociopsycho- 
logical Aspects of Acculturation” [11]. He argues against the concept of 
abstracted cultural traits diffused from one culture to another as the 
mechanism of cultural change in contact situations, He argues for atten- 
tion to readjustments in individual behavior. He points out that humans 
are never passive culture bearers and that abstract cultures never meet; 
only humans meet. He makes a case for examining both the barriers and 
the incentives to learning in contact situations to gain insight into the 
dynamics of acculturation. He too uses the framework of learning theory, 
and cites Miller and Dollard [36]. He discusses cues, drives (or motiva- 
tions), stimuli, and responses, anxiety reduction, reward and punish- 
ment, and gives specific examples from contact situations in which ac- 
culturation has occurred, He departs farther from the formalistic con- 
cept of culture than does Gillin and does not apparently feel the need to 
reembrace it. 

It is clear that some anthropologists during this period moved to- 
ward “psychologizing” in analyses of culture change but nevertheless 
tended to stay within the cultural fold. This is explicit in the case of 
Opler, with his themes; it is somewhat less true of Kluckhohn and 
covert culture, and Mekeel and values; it is perhaps least true in the 
case of Thompson and basic attitudes constituting a world view. Gillin 
made a distinctive move toward explicit use of a psychological frame of 
reference, but returned to the culture concept in the end. Hallowell 
moved the farthest from an exclusively cultural formulation. Some 
anthropologists concerned with culture change apparently felt a need 
to include a psychological dimension of behavior in addition to the cul- 
tural. A fuller exposition and analysis of what they actually did in re- 
Sponse to this need throughout the past two decades and up to the 
Present will now be presented. 


MEMOS FOR THE STUDY OF ACCULTURATION 


Recognizing that acculturation was becoming a focus of much anthro- 
pological interest and activity, in 1935, the Social Science Rescarch 
Council appointed Robert Redfield, Ralph Linton, and Melville J. 
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Herskovits as a committee to analyze acculturation studies, the im- 
plications of the concept, and to explore new leads for investigation, An 
outline called “Memorandum for the Study of Acculturation” was drawn 
up and published in 1936 in the American Anthropologist [39]. 

In the summer of 1953, the Social Science Research Council spon- 
sored a seminar on acculturation. Homer G. Barnett, Leonard Broom, 
Bernard J. Siegel, Evon Z. Vogt, and James B. Watson were included. 
The group spent two months in study and discussion, and, in 1954, pub- 
lished a statement of what the authors conceived to be an “orderly ap- 
proach to the study of cultural change as it is generated by culture 
contact” [41]. 

These two memoranda will provide useful data for an examination 
of changes in the formulation of the psychological dimensions that have 
taken place since the emergence of acculturation as a recognized field 
for anthropological inquiry. They are products of a group of workers, so 
they should represent more of anthropology than might be the case with 
pieces written by individuals. They have high-status sponsorship and 
were published in the organ of the American Anthropological Association. 
They are both attempts to do essentially the same thing. 


1936 Memo 


In the 1936 memo, acculturation is defined as “comprehending those 
phenomena which result when groups of individuals having different 
cultures come into continuous first-hand contact, with subsequent 
changes in the original cultural patterns of either or both groups” [39, 
P. 1]. The phrase “groups of individuals” is of particular significance, for 
this category subsumes most of what can be considered psychological in 
the formulation. 

The memo as a whole outlines “types of contacts,” “situations,” 
“processes,” and “psychological mechanisms of selection and integration 
of traits under acculturation.” Clearly, in that part of the formulation 
(the major part) which is devoted exclusively to the cultural dimension, 
cultural traits are considered as the unit of analysis. Under “processes,” 
subheadings include “selection” of traits (by the “receiving” group), 
determination” of traits (economic, religious, etc., considerations), and 
“integration” of traits (into the pattern of the accepting culture). This 
was in keeping with the intellectual framework in anthropology of the 
time; relations between culturally differentiated groups were conceptual- 
ized in terms of diffusion of particles of culture, rather than adaptation 
by one or both groups to changes in life conditions brought about by the 
impact of one group on the other's environment. This conceptualization, 
in turn, has its antecedents in the history of anthropology and in the 
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status of the world’s cultures and their relationships during the first three 
decades of the twentieth century. 

Under “psychological mechanisms,” the individual is the unit of 
analysis. The personality of the first individual to accept foreign traits, 
the personality and social status of individuals in contact from both donor 
and accepting groups, the personalities of those members of the accepting 
group who accelerate or retard acceptance of new traits—these are the 
kinds of topics included. “Basic” or “modal” personality structure did 
not receive attention; individual personalities did. More generalizable 
psychological process is referred to only once, under the subheading 
“Results of Acculturation.” Here “contra-acculturative” movements, 
more frequently called “nativistic” (a return to traditional culture in the 
form of cult movements and selective integration of special elements from 
the culture of impact), are included as a “reaction.” 

The focus on traits as the unit of cultural analysis, and the focus on 
individuals as the center of psychological analysis is consistent. Individuals 
from “donor” cultures present (in various forms, with various motives, 
and in various situations) a smörgåsbord of culture traits. Individuals 
from receiving cultures (with various motives, memberships, and in- 
fluence) select from this smörgäsbord. Then the trait selected by an indi- 
vidual is integrated and reworked into the receiving culture. There is a 
movement toward psychology and behavior in situation, apparently 
in an attempt to treat with processes the more formalistic concept of 
culture does not comprehend effectively. But there is no real conception 
of psychological systems. Only abstract culture has system. 

Equation of the individual with psychological process leaves the prob- 
lem at an idiosyncratic, unpredictable, unique level. This equation is one 
possible reason for the rejection of psychologizing by some anthropolo- 
gists; they see such a focus as a form of reductionism (from the cultural 
level) that is likely to lead nowhere. As a matter of fact, the approach 
has not been particularly successful. For instance, Ralph Linton edited 
a book called Acculturation in Seven American Indian Tribes, and pre- 
sented his conceptualization of acculturation intended as a frame of 
reference for the separate analyses. His presentation included the psy- 
chological dimension as developed in the 1936 memo for the study of 
acculturation. None of the separate treatments applied it systematically 
[32], however. Homer Barnett’s massive book Innovation pays heavy 
attention to individual psychology [1]. It is one of the most advanced 
conceptualizations of the innovating process in culture change and it 
eclectically uses learning theory, gestalt psychology, theories of perception 
and cognition, and neo-Freudian psychological concepts. This book may 
be considered intellectually successful, but it has not as yet had a marked 
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effect on anthropological analyses of culture change in respect to a psy- 
chological frame of reference. 

Despite criticisms, the 1936 memo includes a form of psychology as a 
major dimension, and it is internally consistent. It is representative of the 
thinking at that time, and it indicates that anthropologists interested in 
culture change felt the need to move toward a more adequate formula- 
tion of the psychological process. It will be interesting to see whether this 
formulation has survived the nearly two decades between the 1936 memo 
and the 1954 statement. 


1954 Memo 


This formulation of acculturation is complex and frankly exploratory. 
Only a few points of direct significance for the present analysis will be 
discussed. Acculturation is defined as “culture change initiated by the 
conjunction of two or more autonomous cultural systems.” The units of 
analysis are not culture traits, but “any given culture as it is carried by its 
particular society.” The dynamics of acculturation “can be seen as the 
selective adaptation of value systems, the processes of integration and dif- 
ferentiation, the generation of developmental sequences, and the opera- 
tion of role determinants and personality factors.” This statement is 
made: 


customs, Consequently, while it is individuals who change their habits of 
doing and believing under the influence of alien forms, it is the body of 
custom of the society to which they belong that is said to be acculturated” 
[41; pp. 974-975], 


While individuals, as such, are not included as units of analysis, 
“intercultural roles” are. The network of intercultural roles is seen as 
providing the channels through which “the content of one cultural system 
must be communicated and transmitted to the other.” Role-playing in 
intercultural contacts is seen as mirroring “one group’s image of itself, 
in relation to the other,” but always selectively, since no one individual 
in any given role mirrors the whole culture. Existing “ideological and 
motivational sets” and the “perceptual organization of the receptor” are 
considered decisive factors, influencing the flow of communication 
through the network of intercultural roles [41; pp. 980-981]. 

The formulation comprehends four major aspects in the phenomenon 
of acculturation: (1) characterization of the properties of the auton- 
omous cultural systems that come into contact; (2) the nature of the 
contact situation; (3) the conjunctive relations established between the 
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cultural systems upon contact; and (4) the cultural processes which flow 
from the conjunction of the systems. 

The position taken exhibits continuity with and differences from the 
1936 formulation. Though traits are not the unit of analysis, as they were 
in the 1936 memo, culture is held as the more or less exclusive con- 
sequence of the adaptive processes in acculturation. There is less emphasis 
on the individual as a legitimate unit of analysis. Individuals do not be- 
come acculturated, but customs do. Actually this difference may be more 
apparent than real. In the 1936 memo, the personality of individuals in 
contact was conceived as a variable—but only as it affected what traits 
were selected for incorporation. And the position of the individual in his 
group, cited as another influencing factor in the 1936 memo, is broadly 
equivalent to the concept of role used in the 1954 formulation. The latter, 
however, includes ideological, motivational, and perceptual sets as factors 
in role-playing that are not included in the earlier statement. In this 
respect, the more recent formulation seems advanced in its use of psy- 
chological concepts. But this is the only place where such concepts are 
really an integral part of the formulation. There is a hint that other psy- 
chological processes are included as a significant dimension but, as will 
be demonstrated, they are not integrated into the formulation. 

The problem of how to talk about culture as a system without reify- 
ing or anthropomorphizing seems to be very much present. An organismic 
analogy is invoked to make it possible to use the dynamic terms that seem 
so necessary when culture change is discussed. The internal structures of 
cultural systems are characterized as relatively “rigid” or “flexible.” In 
discussing “boundary-maintaining” mechanisms, the authors said that 
“a system is likely to be rigid or self-consciously resistant to alteration on 
contact, since it is already organized defensively probably as a result of 
external or internal challenges in the past.” “Self-correcting” mechanisms 
are described as “the ability of the cultural ‘organism’ [their quotes] to 
shift function and adapt internally, irrespective of its outer protective 
devices.” Typological distinctions between cultural systems are made 
along the most frankly organismic lines. Terms like “hard-shelled, verte- 
brate” and “soft-shelled, invertebrate” are used to describe the pro- 
pensities of cultural systems for adaptive change. It is stated that under 
conditions of extreme acculturative pressure, the former may “crack up 
completely,” and that under other conditions the latter “ingest . . . 
great quantities of alien cultural material and still preserve their basic 
patterns and values” [41, pp. 977-978]. 

While there is possibly some value in such typological analogs, they 
do not take us very far into specific process and leave unformulated what 
seem to be most of the significant dimensions. The variables that should 
be used to test any hypotheses about process (and the authors state that 
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these characterizations are cage starting points for hypotheses) are 
t it would be difficult to formulate them in 


as 

the depth of commitment to certain shared patterns and values 
of accepting changes. For what is 
connection is not the structure or the orientation of per 
to which certain basic values are internalized 
i ng which they function as selective mechanisms 
+p. 993), 


that this statement of 1954 does not move very far 
a piychocultural approach. The frame of reference remains cul- 
As the process of acculturation is conceived, a coherent, organized 
(culture) a Sa through people to the impact of another sys 
long as a system does in fact exist—is shared by a com- 
of people—this formulation is useful. When that system begins 
disintegrate and individuation takes place, the formulation is no longer 
adequate. It cannot really even explain satisfactorily why or how the 
{Hem begins to disintegrate unlem ncopsychological formulations, such as 
of new alternatives,” “anxiety about the efficacy of tradi- 

solutions,” or “striving for prestige in emergent status systems,” are 


wtilized, 

Neither the 1936 or 1954 formulation of an approach to the st y of 
culture change to have handled the psychalopical dimension sith 
be gen = former included a systematic focus on the psychol- 
analysis 


HE 
i 


FHIOR 
HHI iif 
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f 


the individual, but it did not comprehend categories tor the 
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loned if we emphasize our own research, The rapidly acculturating 
oc Indians of Wisconsin studied by the intermittently 
between h 1948 and 1955 provide one case [42, 43, 44, 45). The cul- 


was taken from the Berens River group. These people largely out 
of contact with white men and their civilization, spoke only Ojibwa, 
hunted and trapped for a living, and carried on the traditional religion. 
The intermediate group lived near Lake Winnipeg. Iw members were 


more in contact with the white man and more — oy 
material goods and economic techniques, spoke both O; and 

and were mostly Christianized, Hallowell’s most acculturated group, liv- 
ing on a Wisconsin reservation, had lost nearly all of the traditional cul- 
ture, Members of the group were mostly living as poor whites, 

Rorschachs were collected from 217 subjects, 120 men and 97 
women, aged sixteen to eighty years, The Thematic Apperception Test 
technique was also employed for part of this and a more extended 
but these data are not directly relevant to the discusion, In order to 
establish a psychological as well as cultural baseline that would help 
substantiate the hypothesis that the inland ah patna gen a clone 
approximation to an aboriginal level, Hallowell the accounts of 
fur traders, explorers, and Jesuit missionaries who had intimate contacts 
with the Indians of the eastern woodlands during the seventeenth and 
tighteenth centuries, 

Hallowell’s conclusions are dramatic and merit quoting: 


The most striking fact is the of the same basic 
pattern through these stages of acew Thera pert eo 
acculturated Indians at Flambeau are «till Ojibwa in a peychologkal sme, 
whatever clothes they wear, whatever their occupation, whether they speak 
English or not and regardless of race mixture. While culturally they 


appear like “whites” in many respects, there is no evidence at all of a funda» 
mental prychological transformation (12, p. 38]. 


Doubtless, there are many questions about methods, awumptions, 
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and interpretative procedure. Some of them will be anticipated in the 
discussion of strategy to follow; for now, let us turn to the Menomini 
study. 

The Menomini live as one tribe in a Wisconsin reservation com- 
munity, The presence of a Menomini-run lumber industry on the reserva- 
tion has helped produce a situation of economic self-sufficiency that is 
so advanced that the Federal government has recently withdrawn all 
support and control. And yet we were able to distinguish four levels of 
acculturation in its most manifest aspects within this reservation : 

The native-oriented group lives mostly back in the forest in a loosely 
defined community called Zoar. Here the people carry on the “Medicine 
Lodge” and “Dream Dance” ceremonials, participate in “ghost feasts,” 
naming ceremonies, and war dances—all generically and aboriginally 
Menomini or “Pan-Indian” conservative cultural patterns. 

The Peyote Cult group consists of people who have become dis- 
satisfied with traditional solutions to life’s problems or have entered into 
culturally intermediate situations and have become disturbed by their 
experiences of culture conflict. The Peyotists live scattered in the area 
of Zoar and elsewhere on the reservation. Peyote Cult meetings are held 
frequently and are centered on taking peyote, a narcotic alkaloid in the 
form of cactus buds, to produce visions. The meetings are intensely re- 
ligious. Members tell their troubles with open emotion. Cures of emo- 
tional and physical illnesses occur dramatically. Participants ruminate 
over their sins and hope for salvation through self-knowledge revealed 
and acquired in vision experiences and prayer. The religious para- 
phernalia, ritual, and ideology are a unique combination of native and 
Christian elements. The cult appears to be a special solution to the 
strains of culture conflict, interpreted by the individual as personal con- 
flict. It is a socioculturally deviant and tight-knit group in the reservation 
community and is recognized as such both by members and nonmembers. 

The transitionals all had early socialization experience in the native- 
oriented group, but they have moved toward Catholicism and the white 
man’s culture. In our sample, they are most clearly in between the two 
cultures and are not wholeheartedly committed to either. They are also 
the most individuated and the most unpredictable in social, political, 
and economic behaviors. Some are apathetic and withdrawn. Others are 
aggressively disorganized. A few are consistently attempting to achieve a 
higher standard of living. 

The acculturated live as white men and retain no manifest be- 
havioral attachments to native-oriented ways. They are subdivided into 
two socioeconomic groups. The elite acculturated hold managerial or 
supervisory positions in the lumber industry or tribal government, live in 
houses like those of middle-class residents of nearby white communities, 


Psychology in Anthropology 527 


and are generally accepted as equals by many of the people who live in 
those communities. The lower-status acculturated are committed to 
regular work for wages but as semiskilled or unskilled laborers. They live 
more or less like whites at the same economic level. 

A continuum of acculturation running from the native-oriented to 
the acculturated groups was validated through statistical tests (tetra- 
choric correlation and chi-square) of 23 sociocultural indexes, such as 
house type, occupation, use of medical facilities, and education. 

The Rorschach technique was applied to 68 adult males and 61 
adult females distributed throughout the various acculturative categories 
named above. These data for the two sexes were treated separatcly—a 
strategy we will discuss shortly. Our further discussion will be limited to 
the males, excepting where specifically indicated. Twenty-four auto- 
biographies were collected from selected individuals representing all 
groups and both sexes. Thematic Apperception Tests were collected from 
some, and extensive verbatim records and extended observational data 
were gathered in all cases. We will confine our discussion here to the 
Rorschach data. 

“Exact-probability” statistical tests of differentiation were applied to 
comparisons of Rorschach scores and ratios between each of the ac- 
culturative categories. The differences proved to be significant, numerous, 
and consistent. The native-oriented and elite acculturated samples, for 
example, are differentiated in nine Rorschach scores. The native-oriented 
and transitional samples are differentiated in five scores. This is pre- 
cisely what we would expect if we hypothesize that the two ends of the 
acculturative continuum, most unlike in the sociocultural dimension, 
should be more unlike in the psychological dimension than are the 
transitional and native-oriented samples. Perhaps even more significant is 
the fact that the highly deviant Peyote group is differentiated more fre- 
quently in Rorschach scores from every other Menomini group than is 
any other acculturative group. Apparently this group is both socio- 
culturally and psychologically deviant within the Menomini community. 

Even without interpretation of the presumed psychological meaning 
of distributions of Rorschach scores, this pattern of deviation and dif- 
ferentiation tells us much about the covariance of psychological and 
sociocultural process in acculturation. We did not stop here, however. 
Fully cognizant of the questionable validity of many standard inter- 
pretive hypotheses applied to Rorschach scores, we stated them be- 
forehand and applied them consistently to the demonstrated differences 
between acculturative groups and to modal Rorschach profiles. 

Stated in qualitative psychological terms, the results may be summed 
up as follows (in each case we refer to modal characteristics that dif- 
ferentiated the acculturative group from others in the continuum): At 
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the native-oriented level, we found a modal personality type that is intel- 
lectually uncomplicated, limited but not constricted, sensitive to nuances 
of interpersonal relationships, and lacking in overt emotional respon- 
siveness, Among the Peyotists, the modal type was characterized by in- 
volved self-projective fantasy, a marked loosening of emotional and 
reality control, complex introspective tendencies, and consistent indica- 
tions of anxiety and tension. The transitionals presented some dif- 
ficulties in the construction of a modal type. This is psychologically and 
socioculturally the most individuated group, and the most rapid adaptive 
changes are taking place in this group. Indications of a loosening of emo- 
tional and reality control, coupled with diffuse anxiety, characterize the 
group most frequently. The Rorschach profiles of scores, as well as the 
qualitative character of the responses, place the transitionals in a clearly 
intermediate position between the elite acculturated and the native- 
oriented. The outlines of a native perceptual structure are evident, but 
they appear to be undergoing disintegrative processes in a modal number 
of cases. The transitionals share certain features of these tendencies—in 
so far as they apply to loosening of emotional controls and reality per- 
ception—with the Peyotists, but they lack the marked introspective tend- 
encies and self-projective fantasy of the cult group. The elite and lower- 
status acculturated exhibit many features in common, but a modal type 
that we can term “reformulated” is most fully developed among the 
former. This type is characterized by high intellectual productivity, a 
broad range of interests, a relatively high degree of self-projective fantasy 
that lacks the ruminative quality of the Peyotists, open but controlled 
emotional expressiveness, sharp reality control, and tension, but not 
diffuse anxiety. 

The above characterizations apply to the male sample. In analysis 
of the female sample, we adopted a different strategy and discarded ap- 
plication of standard Rorschach hypotheses with respect to the meaning 
of scores. We developed separate modal typologies for males and females, 
using an adaptation of Wallace’s method with the Tuscarora [51], and 
identified the cases contributing to the modal types in the various ac- 
culturative categories. This led us to a series of interpretive hypotheses 
concerning the respective social roles of men and women and the effect 
of acculturation upon them [44, 45, 46]. 

In brief, this analysis indicates that women are both socioculturally 
and psychologically more conservative than men, and are more homo- 
geneous as a group. The modal psychological type for women is native- 
oriented, for men transitional and lower-status acculturated. The oc- 
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of wife, mother, and homemaker. We remark here that it would have 
been a serious error to mix indiscriminately the male and female data, as 
is frequently done. Men and women play different roles in all societies, 
and we believe they represent different universes of adaptation. 

In comparison to Hallowell’s results, it is clear that the Menomini 
sample is more highly differentiated with respect to Rorschach scores. 
This applies most particularly, however, to the Peyote Cult group and the 
elite acculturated, neither of which is represented in his sample of Ojibwa. 
Upon a close examination of the comparable data of all of the samples, 
it is evident that the same processes have occurred. The Menomini 
transitionals exhibit the same tendency to carry through a perceptual 
structure with native-oriented outlines, but with definite indications of 
stress. It is also interesting to us that the modal Rorschach profile of the 
native-oriented Menomini is very similar to that of the least acculturated 
Ojibwa, and that Menomini and Ojibwa cultures are likewise very 
similar. Apparently there is consistency in the covariance of psycho- 
logical and sociocultural adaptation in at least these two cases. 


Some Remarks on Strategy 


Both Hallowell and the Spindlers committed two fallacies in their 
research—from the psychologist’s point of view. One may be termed 
the “global” fallacy, the other the “jumping” fallacy. They are both 
typical anthropological fallacies in so far as studies of the psychology of 
acculturation are concerned and they merit some discussion. 

The global fallacy we define as the attempt to deal with a complex 
holistic construct like “personality” or “perceptual structure” as a vari- 
able. This is apparent in nearly everything that has been said about the 
Menomini and Ojibwa. It is a logical, virtually inevitable, strategy in the 
light of the nature of anthropology as a discipline. We will discuss the 
antecedents of this strategy at the end of this paper. To us it is a profit- 
able one because it raises rich, complex issues with respect to the 
covariance of psychological and sociocultural process. It also raises serious 
methodological problems that cannot be lightly dismissed. Any strategy 
involves a certain amount of “cost accounting.” 

The jumping fallacy we define, following Leonard Doob [6], as the 
application of unvalidated interpretive hypotheses concerning the mean- 
ing of Rorschach scores and profiles. The strategy is doubly complicated 
by the fact that we are doing cross-cultural research. We do not excuse 
ourselves on the basis of having to take what the psychologists give us in 
the way of tools and theories. If we know psychological theory and 
methodology, we can invent our own—at considerable cost of time and 
ingenuity. But to us the jumping strategy has value. We could ask, “What 
will happen if we set up the most parsimonious standard interpretations 
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available in the literature on projective techniques and apply them to a 
sample of persons whose characteristic overt behaviors are intimately 
known to us?” The results seem to us to justify the decision. The inter- 
pretations based directly upon Rorschach scores seem too functionally 
congruent with our other observations to be discarded. For example, 
the Peyotists are the only Menomini group consistently producing FK 
(vista and perspective) responses to the ink blots (in 11 of 13 cases). 
The ideology of the cult, the ritual, the search for salvation, the rumina- 
tion over sin and self are specifically introspective in orientation and sanc- 
tion. FK is interpreted, using standard hypotheses, as indicating intro- 
spective tendencies. Another example—the native-oriented consistently 
fail to produce any responses using color (12 of 17 cases). The standard 
interpretation for this is low emotional responsiveness. It is not an ex- 
aggeration to say that the most persistent theme in the culture of the 
native-oriented group is stoic control of overt emotional responsiveness. 
This is clear in the ritual commandments of ceremonial organizations, in 
the conception of the ideal man, and in the stated conceptions of proper 
child training. Many other examples of this sort could be furnished. They 
are all congruent with the by now well-established conception of func- 
tional correspondence between personality and social structure [17, 19, 
48]. 

It is apparent that a clinical, phenomenological, interpretive ap- 
proach is being applied. We are aware of the dangers of ad hoc reason- 
ing and the closure tendencies we all exhibit in the search for plausibility, 
but this strategy has respectable antecedents in an honorable branch of 
psychology as well as in anthropology. 

The consistent implications of the functional relationships between 
Rorschach data and sociocultural observation lead us to the inference 
that the Rorschach is tapping significant psychological process in depth, 
and with sufficient reliability to allow us to use it as a complex index of 
psychological process. The ultimate ramifications of this process may be 
resolvable into cognitive, perceptual, or ego-defense dimensions. There 
are many ways in which Rorschach data may eventually be interpreted, 
but most of this work must be done by psychologists. To us it seems clear 
that Rorschach responses reflect the introjection of cultural patterns by 
individuals. In fact, it seems to us that the Rorschach may well be more 
useful as a psychocultural technique than as a personality technique. If 
we are interested in the relationship between psychological and overt 
aspects of culture change (such as Occupation and house type), the 
Rorschach seems to be a useful tool. It is one of the very few that permits 
presentation of the same culturally unstructured stimuli to different 
groups. 

But since we are acutely aware of the disrepute into which the 
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Rorschach has fallen among some of the most respectable psychologists, 
we have attempted another strategy [46]. We have discarded all con- 
ventional interpretations of the meaning of scores and have analyzed the 
covariance of psychological process with manifest sociocultural adapta- 
tion—as described previously. In this analysis, we have dealt exclusively 
with the concentration and dispersion of Rorschach scores in the various 
acculturative categories of our sample and in comparisons of males and 
females. This approach has yielded useful results. We are at least able to 
say at what point in the acculturative continuum significant changes in 
psychological structure occur, whether sociocultural deviation is ac- 
companied by psychological deviation, and how relatively homogencous 
a group is psychologically. But we admit that this strategy is somewhat 
alien to our anthropological value system. We much prefer the rich, 
dubious, qualitative complexity of the jumping fallacy—tempered by 
contextual empiricism. 

This discussion may help the reader to better understand the prob- 
lems of the psychologically oriented anthropologist. It should also make 
clear why we feel that the formulations of approaches to the study of 
acculturation discussed previously give too narrow a scope to the psycho- 
logical dimension. 


THE LITERATURE ON CULTURE CHANGE, 1929-1952 


The next phase of analysis will detail more systematically the ways in 
which anthropologists studying culture change from 1929 to 1952 have 
used psychological materials. As stated in the section on procedure, all 
articles and books written by anthropologists on culture change in North 
America during the named period, abstracted in the Stanford volume 
Acculturation: Critical Abstracts, North America [40], will be used as a 
sample for analysis. The abstracts are quite detailed and complete, so 
that preliminary categories for further analysis could be developed from 
them. Publications were read in their original form before final judg- 
ments on categories were made, with one exception—the category in- 
cluding writings where problem formulation and interpretive procedure 
required no psychologizing and where this was evident from the abstract. 

The procedure followed was first to record all instances in this sample 
where works written by psychologists were actually cited by title and 
author. The second step was to examine the sample for instances where 
identifiable psychological concepts were used, but where no citations of 
specific works by psychologists were given. The third step was to divide 
the remaining writings by anthropologists into two categories: (1) cases 
in which no psychological citations or concepts were used, but where 
there is evidence they were needed with respect to the problem formula- 
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tion and procedure; and (2) cases where no psychological citations 
or concepts are used and there is no clear evidence that they were needed. 
It is apparent that a subjective, interpretive element is absent only 


made in respect to all other categories of analysis. The grounds for these 
judgments will be stated, but the results must be regarded as rough, in 
Some cases quite problematic, and certainly influenced by our biases, 
Nevertheless, the over-all trends thus revealed are judged to have enough 


instances, an arbitrary judgment was made. 


Outline by Category of Psychological Usages in Culture-Change 
Analyses, 1929-1952 Ye 


ality, 10.. “SS RR E16 
a A 23 
2. N lytic 
a. Citation of specific works: by Kardiner (with Linton), 
7; by Kardiner, 2; Fromm, 1; Erikson, 3 ad 13 


concepts traceable to Jung, 1...... 5) ee Er 


Tota 
3. Projective techniques 
a. Citation of specific works on the Rorschach: by Klopfer, 
7; by Beck, 1; on other projective techniques, 7.... 15 
Total.... 


10. 
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: Stimulus-response reinforcement theory 


a. Citation of specific works in general learning theory: by 
Hull, 1; Mowner; A nd aatecss tas soian aA 2 

b. Without citation of specific works: use of concepts like 
“reinforcing stimuli” “acquiring secondary drives,” 


. Frustration-aggression hypotheses 


a. Citation of specific works: by Miller and Dollard, 1... 1 
4. Without citation of specific works; use of concept that 
frustration manifests itself in aggression, 9... ...... 9 


. LQ. Tests 


a, Citation of specific tests: Grace-Arthur Performance 
Scale, 2; Goodenough Draw-a-man, 2; Army Wech- 
aler scale, Tir. ATTIE ae aaa ERS pet 
Total, E cen cee a EA : 5 


. Cognitive theory 


a. Citation of specific works: by Angyal, 1; Goldstein, 1; 


Allport ti T Frenchy TEN seas cegsadan tes ous tas 4 
b. Without citation of specific works: use of concepts like 
“achievement motivation,” 6................5008 var 
Totals nv pr Ku, ragen 10 
. Gestalt psychology 
a, Citation of specific works: by Ellis, 1,... 0 ........ 1 


b. Without citation of specific works: use of concepts 
like “configurations,” “logicoesthetic integration,” 
“ethos,” that are at least sta related to zul: 


theory, 7 Zune 
Total. 8 
- Self-other concept 
a. Citation of specific works: by Krech and Crutchfield, 1; 
by Charles nas a ae who uses the self i 


concept, 1... 
b. Without citation of spec cific "works: “use of concepts 
traceable shally tothe G: H. Mead formulation, 4.. 4 


Role Theory 
a. Citation of specific works on psychodrama: by Del 
Torto and Cornyetz, 1; Moreno, 1.........-.+.+- 2 
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In the outline, the universe of possibilities is provided by all the writ- 
ings by psychologists and all the concepts and terms traceable to psy- 
chology that anthropologists have been exposed to in one way or another 
and may use. This means that one anthropological author may use cita- 
tions or concepts and terms falling under one, several, or all of the head- 
ings in the outline. Frequently the anthropologists in this sample have 
been very eclectic in their use of psychological citations, concepts, and 
terms, not confining themselves in any single article or book to the 
materials provided by any one kind of psychological theory. A citation 
of a specific psychological work or use of a particular psychological con- 
cept is counted only once for each anthropological author, irrespective of 
the number of times that he may use the same citation or concept in a 
given article or book. The number of citations, or usages without citation, 
are given in the outline. 

The table below summarizes the information gained from analysis of 
the sample in a different way. Here the universe of treatment is the num- 
ber of articles and books [94] listed in the volume, not the possible num- 
ber of usages of psychological materials reported in the outline. To make 
this form of analysis possible, each piece of anthropological writing that 
cited specific psychological works was counted as doing so, even though 
in more than a few cases there was also use of psychological concepts and 
terms without citation in the same anthropological piece. 


TABLE 1. Use or PsveHoLocıcan MATERIALS IN ANTHROPOLOGICAL ANALYSES 
OF CULTURE CHANGE IN North America, 1929-1952 


Usages Number | Percentage 
Concepts, with citation... 18 20 
Concepts or terms, without citation EN 22 23 
No concepts, terms, or eitations used, but needed 29 30 
No concepts, terms, or citations used, and none needed... . 25 27 
Babe ish cee Pe a S 94 100 


Discussion. The outline and the table provide a rather clear picture 
of the usages of psychological material by anthropologists for the period 
1929-1952, but some discussion will highlight certain features. When- 
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come a part of the working vocabulary of these anthropologists. The 
spread of usages throughout a wide range of psychological categories 
also suggests a rather eclectic selection from psychology. 

Of the various possibilities provided by psychology, the outline shows 
that the psychoanalytic and neopsychoanalytic categories dominate. This 
conclusion is strengthened if concepts used in interpreting the projective 
techniques and the rationale of their usage are seen as essentially neo- 
psychoanalytic. The theoretical framework associated with application 
of these techniques is, however, rather eclectic, and cannot be compre- 
hended under the neopsychoanalytic label without some qualifications. 

In the utilization of psychoanalytic and neopsychoanalytic theory 
proper, there are few references to Freud or his identifiable followers. 
What has apparently happened is that a set of concepts that had their 
genesis in Freudian theory have interpenetrated the field of anthropology 
to such an extent that they have become implicit analytic assumptions. 
They are integrated into the works of many anthropological authors 
without explicit self-consciousness. Terms such as “displacement,” 
“rationalization,” “ambivalence,” “identification,” “sublimation,” and 
“internalization” are used freely, and usually without citation of specific 
psychoanalytic works. In respect to neopsychoanalytic theory, the form- 
ulation advanced by Kardiner and Linton has been the most influential, 
and concepts like “basic institutions,” “basic personality,” and “integra- 
tive systems” are used both with and without specific citation. 

If stimulus-response reinforcement theory, the frustration-aggression 
hypothesis, and aspects of cognitive theory can be lumped together as 
broadly representing what can be called “learning theory,” this field of 
psychology runs a close second to the psychoanalytic and neopsycho- 
analytic category in extent of influence upon anthropology. Here too the 
ideas and terms comprehended in this field have become an integral part 
of the working vocabulary and conceptualizing of many anthropologists 
to such a degree that they are used freely without specific citations. Terms 
like “reinforcing stimuli” and “acquiring new habits,” drawn from con- 
ventional stimulus-response reinforcement theory, are used without cita- 
tion much more frequently than with it. The same applies to use of con- 
cepts from the frustration-aggression formulation. And the concept of 
achievement motivation is also incorporated in the works of some anthro- 
pologists, both with and without citation of specific works. 

Other fields of psychology fade into comparative insignificance in re- 
Spect to their influence upon the anthropology of this period. Gestalt 
theory is represented—at least indirectly—most frequently in the use of 
concepts like “configuration” and “ethos,” but specific citations of 
gestalt theory are rare indeed. Use of self-other concepts, stemming main- 
ly from George H. Mead, plays a minor role in anthropological usage. 
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Role theory proper is almost unrepresented. “Sociological” social psychol- 
ogy had apparently not infiltrated the ranks of anthropologists to any 
great extent up to 1952. Formal concepts of perception from psychology 
have not as yet made their appearance, but limited aspects of an emerg- 
ing cognitive theory have. 

The categories of table 1. Table 1 makes it clear that a bare 
majority (57 per cent) of anthropologists writing on culture change up to 
1952 did not use any psychological constructs at all. This is important in- 
formation, for one might conclude from the outline of usages that all 
anthropologists used psychology in culture-change analyses. The table 
also makes clear what is already known from the outline—that psycho- 
logical terms and concepts were used more frequently without citation of 
Specific works in psychology than with citation, 

The categories of psychological usages in the table call for explanation 
and support. The category “No concepts, terms, or citation used, but 
needed,” is the largest single bloc in the table and required making 
inferential judgments that might have been made differently by someone 
else. Anthropological writings were placed in this category when it 
seemed apparent that the clarity and precision of the research reported 
would have been definitely increased if the authors had dealt with psy- 
chological processes named or merely suggested in the report. Only studies 
in which the authors themselves give evidence of a need for a psy- 
chological explanation of a phenomenon are included. This need is ex- 
hibited in a variety of ways. 

Reification or anthropomorphization. This occurs when the author 
finds it necessary to write as though personalities were reacting to change 
when his frame of reference disallows the use of psychology. This usually 
results in using constructs such as sociocultural systems or culture pat- 
terns as though they had an independent existence, volition, or ability to 
make a choice. In some cases, there is what appears to be a confusion of 
psychological and sociocultural systems—as though they could be used 
interchangeably. For instance, reference may be made to “adaptable,” 
“flexible,” and “rigid” Societies, as though one were speaking of per- 
sonalities, in a discussion in which only differences in sociocultural systems 
are analyzed and without independent psychological data. Or an author 
may anthropomorphize by reference to a “subliminal” culture pattern, 
without giving it a psychological context. 

Substitution of values for motivation. This is quite common among 
anthropological writers who do not use psychological concepts. This 
seems to simplify the problem for them, and values become a motiva- 
tional dimension of the culture as represented by individuals. “Personality 
patterns” may be described, without independent psychological data, 
as being made up of miscellaneous cultural items, such as the value 
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placed upon generosity and the recognition of kinship obligations. We 
grant, however, that this may approach being considered a legitimate 
usage, since shared motivations may be viewed as the psychological 
counterpart of shared values. We have therefore included only instances 
where the usage appeared to go beyond the acceptable identity of values 
and motivations and a more full exposition of the motivational level 
would have proved useful for clarification and completeness of analysis. 

Psychological process as a given. This occurs where a writer refers to 
a psychological process required by the problem as though it were a 
given assumption, with no definitions, explanations, elaborations, or 
empirical data to support the assumption. It is almost as though such 
writers felt at times that the expression of certain psychological concepts 
and terms had a magical effect—a power to communicate themselves. 
For instance, in discussing women’s roles, writers refer to “striking per- 
sonality differences” that are associated with social status, with no 
elaboration concerning these differences. Other authors make passing 
reference to psychological concepts such as “readjustment,” “hostility,” 
“psychological excitation,” “satisfaction of desires,” “motivation of in- 
dividuals,” “release of aggression,” “maladjusted misfit,” with no explicit 
psychological data and no operational definition of what the references 
mean in the context in which they are used. 


Some anthropological writings were placed in the category “No con- 
cepts, terms, or citations used, and none needed.” There are, of course, 
many significant anthropological problems where psychology is not rele- 
vant. It is not always possible or necessary to emphasize the concomitance 
of on-going adaptive processes. Ethnohistoric studies have a different 
aim. These are represented in the sample by Codere’s reconstruction of 
Northwest Coast cultures, Albrecht’s study of Indian-French relations 
at Natchez, Lewis's historical study of cultural changes among the Black- 
foot Indians resulting from the fur trade, and Kineitz’s study of the 
Delaware Big House ceremony. The study of the Menomini by Keesing is 
a good example. The author did, however, seem to feel the need for intro- 
ducing concepts which would call for further elaboration in psychological 
terms. He concludes his discussion of tenacity of cultural pattern with 
the hypothesis that the aspects least affected, i.e., foods, religion, pri- 
mary-group relationships, “appear closely connected either with the im- 
mediate environment or with deep-seated mental and emotional pat- 
terns.” [21]. t 

Also included in this category (where psychological usages are judged 
to be unnecessary) are some traditional distributional diffusion-type 
studies made with cultural traits, elements, or limited complexes as the 
units of analysis. These included Spier’s Ghost Dance study and Opler’s 
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study of the diffusion of the Sun Dance, as well as others. Some authors, 
however, were forced to reify certain aspects of culture even with this 
kind of problem and method. 

Other studies assigned to this category include descriptive analyses of 
change dealt with at the more or less “pure” social and organizational 
levels, where reification did not seem to be exhibited. These include 
Collins's study dealing with class distinctions among the Skagit Indians, 
and Aginsky’s on change in family types among the Pomo and com- 
parable studies. 

Several studies of limited aspects of culture in change were judged to 
fall in this category. These include linguistic studies related to accultura- 
tion, such as those by Lee and Barker; studies of change and stability in 
musical forms, as represented by Slotkin’s study of jazz and Herzog’s 
study of the Ghost Dance songs; studies of culture change made on the 
basis of museum pieces ( Quimbly, Spoehr) ; and studies in mythology as 
related to culture change, such as Barker’s study on North American 
Indian mythology and its influence on messianic movements. 


THE LITERATURE ON CULTURE CHANGE, 1952-1962 


From January, 1952, to April, 1962, the American Anthropologist 
has published 58 articles on culture change. The number of articles on 
this subject has been increasing steadily during this time until the past 
two years, when it has declined. 

Of these 58 articles, 13 (22 per cent) use explicit psychological con- 
cepts as a significant part of the framework of analysis, and 9 (15 per 
cent) cite specific psychological works. Two of these nine include refer- 
ences to materials on the self-concept and role-playing [2, 3]. One uses 
similar concepts in conjunction with projective techniques [45]. Another 
cites psychoanalytic, neopsychoanalytic, and psychiatric works and some 
in the social psychology of the self [53]. The next lists medical litera- 
ture on stress and psychosomatic illness [15]. Another refers to works on 
tolerance of ambiguity and authoritarianism [33]. A general work on 
motivation and goal realization is cited in the next [4]. A social psy- 
chological analysis of Ojibwa acculturation uses concepts like self image, 
marginal personality, release of hostility, and cites extensively from 
relevant psychologically oriented works by anthropologists and social 
psychologists [18a]. The most recent article analyzes value attitudes 
about sex-linked role behavior [4a] in two Japanese villages and cities 
relevant literature in the use and interpretation of projective tests. 

One of the four articles that use psychological concepts but do not 
cite specific psychological works makes very eclectic usage of the frustra- 
tion-aggression hypothesis, the notion of the social self, and some general 
psychodynamic propositions, such as “compulsive hostility and anxiety,” 
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all of which are probably classifiable as neopsychoanalytic (50). Another 
uses concepts that are explicitly psychoanalytic, such as “oral zone,” 
“primitive superego,” “ego-identity” (47). The other two articles in this 
category include psychological terms but do not make the concepts they 
denote a particularly significant part of the analytic framework. 

Psychological usages during the 1952-1962 period are summarized 
in Table 2 to facilitate comparison with Table 1 (1929-1952). The 
criteria for inclusion in the four categories of psychological usages are the 
same for both tables. 


TABLE 2, Use or PSYCHOLOGICAL MATERIALS IN ANTHROPOLOGICAL ANALYSES 
or CULTURE CHANGE PUBLISHED IN THE AMERICAN 
ANTHROPOLOGIST FROM 1952-1962 


Usages Number | Percentage 
Concepts with citation ses ee Eeer ee E 15 
Concepts or terms without citation..,.................. 7 
No concepts, terms, or citation used, but needed. ......... 12 
No concepts, terms, or citations used and none needed 66 
Total. 4,2: 2. sie ayer ants anata hohe ehe Lee Toner 100 


Comparison with 1929-1952 Period 


Some differences in the use of psychological materials in culture- 
change analyses are indicated between the two periods summarized in 
Tables 1 and 2. There is a definite decline in the use of psychological con- 
cepts, whether with or without citation, with 43 per cent of the earlier 
sample using them, and only 22 per cent of the most recent sample doing 
so, This suggests that there has been a refocusing of interests among, 
anthropologists studying culture change and a disenchantment with the 
personality and culture movement; it is probably a reaction against the 
overselling that is inherent in intellectual fads. 

There is also a marked shift in the category “No concepts, terms, or 
Citations used, bat needed,” with 30 per cent in the 1929-1952 sample, 
and only 12 per cent in the 1952 to 1962 sample. Problem formulations 
have grown more limited, more sharply focused—and on problems that 
do not require psychologizing. Analysis of changes in kinship systems, 
technology, religious ritual, ecological adaptations, social organization, 
and concerning highly specific culture traits and patterns exchanged be- 
tween communities characterizes the major share of publications in the 
latter period represented in Table 2. Fewer authors now indulge in 
gratuitous reifying or anthropomorphizing—their problems do not re- 
quire it. 

A shift in the category “No concepts, terms, or citations used and 
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none needed” supports the interpretation just given. This is the most 
marked shift in the comparison of the two periods, with 27 per cent in 
1929 to 1952 and 66 per cent in 1952 to 1962. Again, problem formula- 
tion is more sharply focused, and limited to questions that do not involve 
psychological dimensions. 

Taken as a whole, the differences between the earlier and more re- 
cent periods suggest a sharp trend away from the use of psychology— 
particularly away from the excesses of the personality and culture move- 
ment. This may be considered a retreat, in one sense. The scope of 
problem formulation is less broad, and many anthropologists have given 
up the attempt to incorporate the psychological level into a coherent 
theoretical structure. These developments appear to parallel those taking 
place in sociology and psychology following the partially abortive inter- 
disciplinary period which culminated in the late 1940s, Retreats back to 
the “solid core” of each field seem to characterize the past decade. 

Though the developments just discussed are in one sense a retreat, 
they have had a good result. Fifty-three per cent of the works in culture 
change written between 1929 and 1952 either should have used psycho- 
logical materials called for by their problem formulations, and did not, or 
used psychological concepts and terms without documenting their origin, 
their place in established theory, or their application in any other re- 
search. Only 19 per cent of the works published during the past decade 
(1952-1962) can be characterized this way. There is clearly less tend- 
ency to formulate problems and use concepts loosely, in so far as use of 
psychological materials is concerned. Conversely, there has probably 
been a definite tightening in problem formulation, interpretation of re- 
search results, and by inference, in methodology as a whole. 

The smallest change has been in the category “Concepts with cita- 
tion,” with 20 per cent in the earlier and 15 per cent in the later period. 
Apparently the proportion of anthropologists who are interested in 
frankly psychologically oriented analyses and who use specific psy- 
chological materials for specific purposes has remained about the same. 
Probably the most substantial joining of anthropology and psychology 
has not been much affected by the waxing and waning of interest. The 
progressive disengagement between anthropology and psychology noted 
earlier may have occurred where the joining between the two fields was 
already loose. Now that anthropological use of psychological materials is 
no longer a “movement,” the most solidly creative work may be yet to 
come, 


SUMMARY 


No attempt will be made to integrate the arguments in the paper as a 
whole up to this point. Stated parsimoniously, the major conclusions is- 
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suing from the analysis of selected writings on culture change are as 
follows: 

1. Some anthropologists have exhibited a need for concepts that will 
enable them to deal with the mediative and reactive aspects of behavior 
in culture-change situations. 

2. In attempting to satisfy this need, few anthropologists are willing 
to move very far from the analytic framework supplied by the culture 
construct. 

3. Explicit formulations by anthropologists of approaches to the study 
of culture change incorporate a psychological dimension but tend to give 
this dimension narrow scope. 

4, Of those anthropologists who have used psychological materials, 
a majority have used them, until recently, without citation of specific 
psychological works. Many psychological concepts have become a part 
of the working vocabulary of anthropologists. 

5. Psychoanalysis, learning theory, and the projective techniques 
comprise the fields of psychology most extensively diffused into anthro- 
pology. 

6. The trend is for fewer anthropologists to formulate problems in 
culture change in such a way that psychological materials would be 
useful. 

7. The proportion of culture-change studies formulated in such a way 
that psychological materials are not relevant and not used has more than 
doubled during the period covered. 

8. A minority of anthropologists cite specific psychological materials 
in culture-change analyses, and the proportion of anthropologists making 
the most explicit and significant use of these materials has remained 
fairly constant. 

9. There has been a marked disengagement between anthropology 
and psychology in so far as anthropological studies of culture change are 
concerned. 

10. Because much of the disengagement may have occurred where the 
joining between anthropology and psychology was already tenuous, and 
because the proportion of studies using psychological materials in ap- 
parently more rigorous ways has remained relatively constant, there is 
reason for optimism about the future of this relationship. 


PROBLEMS OF COMMUNICATION 


Probably everyone who has written a critical review of what has been 
done in a developing field feels the need to discuss certain ideas and 
studies which do not conveniently fall within the stated framework of 
his paper. We find our need acute and ask the reader’s indulgence while 
we seek gratification. 
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Our evidence clearly indicates that there has been a progressive dis- 
engagement from psychology on the part of anthropology during the past 
decade. While our analysis has been limited to works on culture change, 
we have encountered no evidence that would negate this generalization 
and much that supports it. It is, therefore, surprising to find that during 
the past five years psychologists have researched among Zulus, Turks, 
Arabs, Israelis, Norwegians, Germans, Mexicans, Englishmen, Algerians, 
Indians (from India), Ghanians, New Zealanders, Japanese, Greeks, 
and Navaho Indians. It is true that many of the subjects were displaced 
persons—students attending our universities—but, nevertheless, they 
represent different cultural backgrounds. Without doubt, there has been 
a rapid development of interest in cross-cultural research on the part of 
some psychologists. 

These studies appear to fall under three major headings: (1) identify- 
ing and manipulating differential characteristics of culture that may have 
a relationship to attitude formation—e.g., differences in degree of 
authoritarianism in various communities related to differences in chil- 
dren’s attitudes toward interpersonal relationships; (2) studying the 
impact of one culture upon another, e.g., stereotype persistence and 
change in personal encounters in alien cultural settings; (3) studies of 
cross-cultural variations in relationships between language, conceptual 
processes, behavior and attitudes, e.g., the relationship between linguistic 
categories for colors and perception of colors [18]. 

Leonard Doob [5, 6] has made a major contribution to the study of 
the psychology of acculturation. He samples and criticizes the anthro- 
pological literature on the subject. He concludes that anthropologists 
frequently try for too much in their attempts to analyze major “person- 
ality” changes and presents evidence relating to 27 hypotheses such as 
the following: “People changing centrally from old to new ways are 
likely to become more tolerant of delay in the attainment of goals,” and 
“After people change centrally from old to new ways, they are likely to 
value in others and in themselves traits which indicate initiative, inde- 
pendence, and self-confidence” (6, pp. 324-325]. He uses interview and 
other data collected by himself on three African societies and one in 
Jamaica, supplemented and extended by data from a wide variety of 
other studies, mostly by anthropologists. 

Our comments are not intended as a review of Doob’s interesting 
work. We cite it as evidence of a promising concern on the part of 
psychologists about cross-cultural, and particularly acculturation, psy- 
chology that bodes well for a firmer and more rewarding joining of forces 
between psychology and anthropology—providing the critical and con- 
sistent differences in strategy and criteria of credibility between the two 
disciplines do not function as impermeable barriers to communication. 


a 
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What do we mean by this last phrase? Anthropologists usually ap- 
proach their study in the field with a complex, functionalistic, holistic, 
comparative, and empirically based model in mind. Cultural patterns 
are seen in functional relationship with each other. Together they are 
thought of as an instrumental adaptation to the problems of group 
maintenance in a geographic area influenced historically by other areas. 
Individual personal characteristics are seen in the light of those character- 
istics shared as an adaptation to culturally required behaviors. Any ob- 
served event or characteristic is seen in as total a context as possible and 
compared, explicitly or implicitly, to other known events in other con- 
texts. Limited variable relationships may be researched; statistical tests 
of significance may be used; but events and variables will be con- 
textualized in both time and space where possible. The approach is that 
of the natural historian—the trained bird watcher with a global outlook 
and intimate factual knowledge of many kinds of birds in many kinds of 
environments, 

If these statements read like sheer nonsense to many trained psy- 
chologists, working on highly selective, minutely defined, sharply opera- 
tionalized laboratory problems, the point we are making is only strength- 
ened. Academically respectable psychologists seem to work on isolable 
and limited variables and their interrelationships. But for the anthro- 
pologist, variables make sense only when seen in their natural context. 

Most readers will realize that we have overstated the case. There are 
anthropologists and psychologists of many persuasions. Not a few of our 
colleagues would reject our description of anthropology with some feeling. 
Nevertheless, there is enough that is valid here to make the point. If 
anthropologists and psychologists by and large start from opposite ends 
of a continuum of beliefs about worthwhile procedure, can they meet on 
Some middle ground? J 

Ten years ago there was a considerable flow of ideas and applica- 
tions—for the most part from psychology to anthropology. It is no ac- 
cident that the kinds of psychology contributing most to anthropology 
and receiving the most from it were primarily psychoanalytically ori- 
ented Psychoanalytic models were most analagous to anthropological 
models. But somehow fatigue has set in. Anthropologists have wearied 
of complicating further their already complicated professional lives. 
Unless the complications produced new, significant, and relevant knowl- 
edge, there seemed to be little point to them. Some of what was learned 
was most rewarding and stimulated new conceptualizations about be- 
havior that are now incorporated in a wide variety of anthropological 
models. But many anthropologists also learned disrespect for psychologiz- 
ing, because they eventually recognized in extreme (and not merely 
orthodox) psychoanalytic and psychodynamic theory a speculativeness 
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that went far beyond anything the anthropologist could tolerate in the 
light of his careful natural historian’s comparative empiricism. We do 
not mean to suggest that psychoanalytically oriented psychologists are 
necessarily careless of fact or that they are poor clinical observers. Perhaps 
the trouble is that what seems to be a reasonable inference about un- 
conscious dynamics in a single cultural context is outrageous when applied 
cross culturally. In any event, the meeting ground between psychology 
and anthropology that was apparently suitable a decade ago is no longer 
usable for many of our colleagues. 

Are there other meeting grounds for anthropologists and psycholo- 
gists? The cross-cultural studies, carried out mainly by social psy- 
chologists, are an encouraging indication. But most of them will be un- 
satisfying to anthropologists. Even the studies of the psychology of culture 
change do not in many—if not most—cases consider the context of the 
variables isolated so that the more complete meaning of relationships 
uncovered between defined variables can be detailed. Most cross-cultural 
studies by psychologists use cross-cultural variation simply as a fortuitous 
circumstance that makes it possible to define a limited antecedent or in- 
dependent variable. This is good if the object is to see how A relates to 
B, but most anthropologists could not care less whether A relates to B— 
unless they can sce the ramifications of this relationship in context. A 
real anthropologist, it may be said, never trusts a correlation or a statisti- 
cally significant difference without intimate acquaintance with its 
ancestors, parents, marrying and nonmarrying cousins, and descendants, 
in situ. 


PROMISING POTENTIAL 


There are some hopeful signals flying just now, however, that suggest 
that the future will be brighter. Daniel Katz, in his foreword to the 
recent special issue of the Public Opinion Quarterly on attitude change 
[20] hoists one of these signals: 


This issue reflects the heavy emphasis in present-day psychology upon 
the problems of cognitive organization and the attempts of people to achieve 
unity and consistency in their own mental worlds. The older, mechanistic, 
nonrational model of behavioristic psychology has been replaced by a 
Gestalt conception according to which man strives for a unified, meaningful 
structure of his perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes (20, p. i]. 


A few anthropologists have already made significant usage of modern 
cognitive theory in cultural analyses, but very few have applied it to 
culture-change situations. Wallace and Atkins [55] have discussed the 
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application of componential analysis to kinship structures. They utilize 
the technique to explicate a cognitive construct—classification of kin in 
native terms, as perceived by those who use the kinship system, in their 
own semantic space. Fischer has attempted to describe art styles as cul- 
tural cognitive maps [7]. Art styles from nonliterate cultures are codified 
in dimensions of straight versus curved lines, symmetry, repetition, and 
open space in relation to various sociocultural dimensions, such as 
egalitarian versus hierarchical social systems and matrilocal versus patri- 
local residence patterns. Frake has studied the diagnosis of disease among 
the Subanum of Mindanao. He regards diagnosis as a pivotal cognitive 
step in the selection of culturally appropriate responses to illness and 
demonstrates that study of diagnostic categories produces clues for dis- 
cerning how a people construe their world of experience. He analyzes 
terminological systems in a way which reveals the conceptual categories 
that generate them as an important step toward mapping a cognitive 
system that is learned in a cultural environment and communicated by 
language [8, 9]. 

Wallace has provided one of the very few explicit adaptations of 
cognitive theory to analysis of culture-change process [52, 54]. The 
concept of cognitive structure that he uses is more broad than the one 
used in the other instances cited. He develops his concept of a “cog- 
nitive map,” which consists of cognitive residues of perception—gen- 
eralizations about ways in which sensory data distribute themselves. And 
these generalizations are interrelated in a complex but systematic way 
in the brain’s organized and codified archives. During culture-change 
process, the mazeway becomes increasingly discrepant with reality as 
the individual perceives the results and conflicts of culture change. This 
continues until the stress reaches a critical point. In some cases (prophets, 
messianic leaders, etc.), collapse occurs, possibly as a result of physio- 
chemical processes activated by prolonged stress. During the collapse— 
and usually in a trance-like state accompanied by hallucinations—resyn- 
thesis of the mazeway occurs. The individual recovers and becomes an 
active proselytizer for a sociocultural reality that will be congruent with 
his resynthesized cognitive map. Under certain conditions of readiness 
shared by other members of his group, a rapid and radical transformation 
of culture may take place. 

The utility of the model provided by Wallace for culture-change 
analyses is explicit, though there may be serious difficulty in reducing 
the complex cognitive map construct to operational terms. The utility 
of the other models described above for this purpose is potential. They 
all constitute segmental, but probably manageable, approaches to 
“world view”—a concept that anthropologists have long struggled with 
but which they have found too amorphous to apply in fine-grained 
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research formulations. It seems probable that systems of classification, 
as systems of conceptualization that are probably linked with language 
as a codification of reality, are among the last aspects of culture in people 
that adapt to the conditions of life created by culture change. If Ror- 
schach responses may be regarded as a complex expression of perceptual 
and cognitive process, the studies by Hallowell, the Spindlers, and others 
on shifts and persistence in these responses related to acculturation would 
Support this hypothesis. Cognitive systems can, in any case, be regarded 
as one of the important determinant influences in how adaptive change 
can take place and in how quickly it will occur. 

Let us try to concretize further some of the potential meaning of 
this growing emphasis on cognitive theory for culture-change studies 
by discussing the relevance of three postulates advanced by Charles 
Osgood [38] concerning Cognitive process and attitude change: 

1. Cognitive modification results from the psychological stress pro- 
duced by cognitive inconsistencies. 

This postulate makes it explicit that the search for and maintenance 
of symmetry, or consonance, in cognitive elements can be included among 
the significant human drives, €.g., it is cognitively inconsistent to believe 
one way and behave another, Incongruity may be reduced by changing 
belief to the point where the psychological stress becomes tolerable. 

It is clear that rapid and disjunctive culture-change situations provide 
a legion of cognitive discongruities, For instance, a tradition-oriented 
Sioux Indian who believes in generosity to relatives and friends who 
drop in to “free-load” and in giving away goods at public “give-away” 
ceremonies finds that this tradition-based belief is incompatible with the 
required behaviors in the existing framework of contemporary life— 
that he and others be economically self-sufficient. The questions become: 
How long can he tolerate the stress induced by this discongruity? Under 
what conditions does reduction of discongruity occur? How does it occur? 

These questions give us a starting point for analysis. To provide good 
answers we would need to know the sources and functions of his belief 
in the traditional culture, the degree to which it is reinforced in the 
present setting by extrinsic rewards issuing from his group memberships, 
the incidence and character of situations where this discongruity becomes 
punitive, and the incidence and character of discongruity-reducing de- 
cisions. Analytic categories like these Can generate hypotheses that can 
be tested cross-culturally, taking care to study each culture case in depth, 
so the cultural context of the Processes isolated to test the hypotheses 
would be known. Semi-experimental research could be combined with 
contextual research to good advantage, 

2. If cognitive elements are to interact, they must be brought into 
Some relation with one another, 
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While Osgood’s meaning here may be somewhat more precise than 
what we would need in culture-change analyses, the postulate seems 
fertile. Acculturation brings potentially inconsistent cognitive elements 
together in the framework of individual experience. But segmentalizing 
of belief and behavior in different roles and situations occurs frequently 
as an acculturative adaptation. Anthropologists have often observed that 
many Western culture patterns are acquired as “necessary accessories” 
to getting along with Euro-Americans in situations which they dominate, 
but these accessory techniques are simply dropped in primary-group re- 
lationships. This can be interpreted as one way of resolving cognitive 
discongruity—by compartmentalizing the cognitive elements so that they 
are not brought together in such a way as to induce severe stress. Study of 
the processes and consequences of cognitive compartmentalization re- 
quires methodologies that we have only begun to develop, but their appli- 
cation to the study of culture change may prove to be very rewarding. 

3. The magnitude of stress toward modification increases with the 
degree of cognitive inconsistency. 

In rapid and disjunctive culture-change situations, the degree of cog- 
nitive inconsistency may become so great that the stress induced cannot be 
coped with and the individual stops trying to reduce inconsistency. He 
withdraws and becomes almost totally passive, or he escapes to a re- 
gressive reaffirmation of nonfunctional traditional cognitive consistencies. 
It seems probable that native-oriented groups on American Indian reser- 
vations recruit new members largely through this process. On the other 
hand, a point can be reached rather quickly in culture-change situations 
where inconsistencies become radical and stress intense, and the tradi- 
tional forms of belief and behavior (the cognitive congruities stabilized 
in the traditional culture) are discarded in a rapid reformulation of be- 
lief and behavior, resulting in a new stabilization of cognitive congruities. 
It is possible to interpret what happened in the case of the Manus studied 
by Mead [34] and the Seneca Iroquois studied by Wallace [52] in this 
way, 

We are not making a case for the adoption of cognitive theory as an 
exclusive frame of reference in the design of psychocultural-change prob- 
lems or their interpretation. In the light of these postulates this application 
seems plausible, but other theories may serve as well. For instance, mod- 
ern ego psychology seems highly suggestive. Here the motivations issue 
from ego defenses, such as the defenses of identification, rejection, and 
denial, The situations created by rapid culture change are ego-threaten- 
ing, and consequently anxiety-arousing—the efficacy of ego-maintaining 
mechanisms functional in the traditional cultural context is challenged. 
Consequently all or any of the ego defenses may be utilized by ‚persons 
caught up in rapid culture change. For instance, the defense of identifi- 
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cation may be utilized—members of groups suffering the impact of an 
alien culture may identify with the cultural “aggressors,” the bearers of 
the alien threat. The Manus’ situation—where the people literally copied 
salient aspects of the military subculture of the American troops that 
fought over and occupied their island home in their rapid postwar cul- 
tural transformation—could be interpreted this way. Or defenses of de- 
nial may predominate at certain stages of acculturation and culture 
change. The Plains Indians equipped themselves with bulletproof vests 
and with amulets that would make them invisible during the late resist- 
ance movements against whites—when all other resources had failed. 
This indeed had specific traditional cultural antecedents, but the pattern 
grew to dysfunctional proportions. The white man’s guns were believed 
to be ineffective against these protective devices, despite the fact that 
many warriors died from bullet wounds. This is one species of ego de- 
fense by denial of the reality of threat. 

At this point, it is not possible to say that one theory is “better” than 
another. Both are plausible in their applications. Any internally con- 
sistent theory that helps explain observed phenomena and generates re- 
searchable problems is useful. Because culture change—particularly 
acculturation—creates a complex conflict situation, a psychological 
theory applicable to culture-change situations must deal systematically, 
and with internal coherence, with conflict recognition and resolution. 
Any psychological theory that regards man as striving and adapting must 
deal with conflict, but doubtless some will do it more elegantly than 
others. 

The new developments in cognitive and ego theory are encouraging 
for those of us who seek a new meeting ground for anthropologists and 
psychologists interested in the psychology of culture change. The mechan- 
istic, nonrational model of behavioristic psychology was never satisfying 
to anthropologists. The analogical, dynamic Freudian model was and will 
continue to be of use, particularly as the initial excesses of speculative 
interpretation are further reduced and a tighter model of ego structure 
and function emerges. The cognitive model is one of high potential utility 
because of its gestalt, drive-oriented conception and the possibility it af- 
fords of doing research on comparatively limited sets of relationships be- 
tween operationally definable variables, It will be acceptable to anthro- 
pologists who have traveled some distance from the position of extreme 
holistic functionalism and to psychologists who have departed from the 
position of extreme experimental particularism. 

We predict that during the next decade, or even the next five years, 
psychology and anthropology will join at the conceptual level to produce 
consistent, penetrating, and even elegant research and theory concerning 
the processes of psychocultural adaptation. The confusion, uncertainty, 
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and disengagement of the past decade may appear then as the Dark Ages 
just before the Enlightenment. 
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THE FIELD OF LINGUISTICS 


The linguistics of today has developed in a rather remarkable 
isolation from the psychological disciplines, Influences from psychol- 
ogy have been indirect, coming through the general intellectual 
climate of the recent decades—to which behaviorist psychology has 
contributed its share—rather than by direct contact. It is not our task 
here to account for this, but rather to sketch some areas of central 
concern in linguistics which may be considered as potential areas 
for psychological exploration. First we should note some of the com- 
monly accepted limitations on the scope of the discipline. 

Linguistics is concerned with the structure of the verbal response. 
Only within relatively narrow limits is it concerned with the stimulus 
conditions under which a verbal response is produced or with the 
nature of the stimulus-response connection and its establishment in 
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the individual. It is primarily descriptive and formulative, rather 
than interpretive. In this, it is akin to certain behaviorist schools of 
experimental psychology. In the former respect, however, its goals 
are rather different from those of psychology. 

It is concerned with verbal responses only up to a certain level 
of complexity. Levels of complexity or structural integration in the 
verbal response are of at least two sorts: phonological and gram- 
matical. The former include the distinctive phonetic feature, the 
phoneme, the syllable, one or more orders of stress groups, one or 
more kinds of pause groups, and several intonationally defined groups. 
The latter include the distinctive morphemic feature, the morpheme, 
and several intermediate levels of morphological and syntactic struc- 
tures, on up to the sentence in its various types. Languages differ 
from one another considerably in the way in which units in one of 
the hierarchies tie in with units in the other hierarchy, but they 
agree at least to the extent of a fair correlation—not quite perfect— 
between certain maximum units of the one kind and certain maximum 
units of the other kind. These are the sentence types of a language. 
Linguistics deals with all of the levels of either type, up to and in- 
cluding the sentence. Except when a linguist ventures into logic, 
discourse analysis, content analysis, or literary criticism, his field of 
investigation does not extend to verbal responses of a larger magni- 
tude or of a higher order of internal complexity than these. 

The research problems which linguists undertake are generally 
not of the sort that psychologists undertake when they study verbal 
behavior. This is not to deny psychological relevance to the former 
or linguistic relevance to the latter, however. Many of the problems 
of linguistics do relate to questions that are properly a concern of 
psychology or of one or another of its subdisciplines. And psychologi- 
cal studies of verbal behavior throw light on particular points in 
linguistic theory. 

The linguist’s special concern is with the “structure” of language 
in its grammatical, phonological, and—somewhat less frequently— 
semantic aspects. Many of the problems of special concern to psychol- 
Ogists are of secondary concern to the linguist. Some of these are the 
acquisition of language, concept formation, the instrumental use of 
language, the study of individual differences in various specific verbal 
skills, the measurement of these, their relation to problem solving, 
second-language learning, etc., the relation of verbal patterns to 
Various types of nonverbal behavior and to personality, the study of 
the statistical properties of language, or word associations, response 
latencies, symbolism, phenomena of interference, speech pathology, 
etc., and even perception. They are all relevant to linguistics ulti- 
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mately, but are subordinated to the study of structure in language, 
The linguist wants to see them not as isolated items or as illustrations 
of psychological principles, but rather as they can be related to the 
total theory of language structure. We proceed to sketch a few of the 
aspects of this. The selection and presentation are from the stand- 
point of linguistics and the interests of its practitioners rather than 
from the point of view and the interests of psychologists. We do not 
attempt a review of the psychological literature on language. That 
is the function of another paper in this series [65]. Rather, we at- 
tempt a brief synoptic view of topics which are in the foreground in 
current literature on structural linguistics. 


THE STRUCTURES OF AN UTTERANCE, OF A LANGUAGE, 
AND OF LANGUAGE 


Utterances can be said to have “structures,” languages to have 
“structural patterns,” and language (in general) to have certain 
“structural characteristics” or “general properties.” There are dif- 
ferences between these. For short, one often uses the term “structure” 
indiscriminately—not only of utterances, but also of a language, and 
of language. Its special sense in each of these contexts must be under- 
stood. The structure (i.e., structural pattern) of a language is a 
phenomenon of a different order of abstraction and of greater gen- 
erality and comprehensiveness than the structure of an utterance. 
The structural characteristics or general properties of language are, 
in turn, of a still different order. In this case, One refers to the proper- 
ties which are common to the Structural patterns of all languages, 
that is, of language in general, or of the phenomenon of language. 

For linguists the Starting point in analysis is the utterance—or 
rather a corpus of these from a single speaker or several speakers 
from one speech community. From the Study of these—and with con- 
tinued recourse to native speakers so that the corpus can be amplified 
as becomes necessary—one arrives at a formulation of the structural 
pattern of the language. The study involves various kinds of data 
processing, analysis, abstracting, hypothesis formulation and testing, 
and carrying out experiments. The approach is both “clinical” and 
“experimental.” It is directed toward the construction of a theory of 
the forıns of the language in Question, such as will account for the 
data at hand at any one time and will also have predictive power so 
as to stand the test of any further accumulation of data from the 
same language. 

From the comparative and contrastive study of the structural 
patterns of many languages and, most importantly, from the progress 
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which is made toward an analytic method of equal applicability to 
all languages, there are the beginnings of an understanding also of 
the “structure” of language, that is, a theory of the general nature 
of the organization of language behavior. 

It is this third kind of structure—whatever can be said about the 
properties of languages in general—that would seem to be of the great- 
est relevance to psychology. Only this can be said to characterize the 
behavior of man as a species. Generalizations of a lower order, which 
are the principal product of linguistic researches, characterize the 
linguistic behavior of men in particular societies—Englishmen, 
Americans, Germans, Chinese, Iroquois, or some subgroup within 
these or other societies. These are of interest to linguists and to cul- 
ture historians. They may, however, be of interest to psychologists 
also, in so far as one or another of the structural patterns of these 
particular languages can be shown to exemplify a structural charac- 
teristic of language in general. That is to say, they may be of some 
interest as illustrations of general principles. 

Unfortunately for present purposes, the general science of lan- 
guage is still in its infancy. Despite notable successes in the construc- 
tion of theories of particular languages, the general theory of language 
structure and of language universals is still in the stage of tentative 
formulation, and its relation (or reduction) to psychological laws is 
still largely speculative. A few of the more obvious general charac- 
teristics of language structure are sketched below, together with 
comment—where such is possible—on their psychological relevance. 
We beg indulgence for the excursion into grammar. If it does not 
seem to relate immediately to psychological problems, we should not 
on this account pass it by. At least it points up some aspects of the 
rather amazing complexity of the behavior that goes into the pro- 
duction of sentences. Surely this is in some sense a problem for 
psychology, especially as psychology may be concerned with ‚the 
hierarchical organization of behavioral sequences. If at certain points 
we seem to be describing not so much the nature of language as 
what linguists do with it or to it, it should be confessed that this is 
true, We are concerned with the models that linguists construct 
in order to account, in as simple and comprehensive a manner as 
possible, for the regularities that they observe in specimens of lin- 
guistic behavior. 


THE PROPOSITION 


The propositional sentence is a universal in human language. 
This is not to say that all utterances are statements of propositions; 
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it does mean that there is no human society whose speech patterns 
do not permit of both a primary reference and an ascription (of some- 
thing to it, or of it to something) within a single speech act.! This 
is a uniquely human attribute. The proposition is absent, to the best 
of our knowledge, from the possible communicative vocal acts of all 
other species. The specific form or set of alternative forms which the 
proposition assumes in different languages shows considerable vari- 
ation. This variation, however, does not controvert the universality 
of the proposition itself. 

Inherent in this statement of a simple and obvious fact are some 
rather large questions for comparative psychology and neurology. A 
young child’s first statement of a proposition—his first subject-predi- 
cate equation or complete sentence, e.g., “Baby, crying!” (an actual 
case)—is preceded by the development of a very extensive naming 
vocabulary based on recognition of both static and dynamic qualities 
of things in his environment, with the vocabulary in part already 
morphologically differentiated. In turn, all of this rests upon the un- 
folding—prior to and concurrently with the growth in vocabulary— 
of a phonological system which is not yet that of adult speech, but 
which already has a fair degree of internal differentiation and a 
structure of its own. None of these—the phonological capacity, the 
naming capacity, or the constructional capacity—seems to have a 
true analog in the vocal behavior of other animal species. The quasi 
analogs which do exist appear to differ drastically both in degree 
and in quality.? 

1 Phrasing this in terms of a reference and an ascription is, of course, a semantic 
description. The correlated units of linguistic form can be given nonsemantic formal 
definitions for particular languages, but not for languages in general. 

2On crucial differences between human and infrahuman communication see 
Hockett [28, pp. 569-586; 29] and White [78, 79]. On the notion of evolution in 
language see Greenberg [21]. It should be noted that neither linguistics nor cultural 


that, contrary to popular notions, as well as to earlier scholarly interpretations 
[45, 46, 72; contrast 35, 38], the languages of even the most primitive peoples can- 
not be characterized as “primitive” languages by any valid or consistently applied 
criterion. All languages—so far as their Phonological base, their formal syntactic 
apparatus, their lexical derivational potential, and their adaptability to communi- 
cative needs are concerned—appear to be quite on a par with one another. This 
statement applies to their formal resources, not to their semantic content, Primitive 
levels of lexical development of particular semantic areas are well known, 
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BRANCHING AND LAYERING 


In speaking of the structure of an utterance (proposition or other- 
wise), one understands that it is a unit of some sort which is made up 
of parts. There are fair reasons for assuming that if more than two 
parts are present in the make-up of a unit, more than one level must 
be involved in its construction. 

Linguistic structures can be described as “branching” and as 
“layered.” The import of these terms may perhaps best be seen by 
way of an example. Consider the latter portion of the first sentence 
of this section: one understands that it is a unit of some sort which is made 
up of parts. The first few layers of its structure divide (i.e., branch) 
as follows: 


SENTENCE 
| 
pa PREDICATE 
(a substantival expression, (a verbal expression) 
viz., the indefinite per- en 
sonal pronoun, one) | | 
TRANSITIVE VERB DIRECT OBJECT 
(understands) (a substantival expression, 


viz., a subordinate clause) 


FERN 


SUBORDINATING SENTENCE 
CONJUNCTION (viz., it is a unit 
(that) of some sort which 
is made up of 

parts) 


The reader may be disappointed to note that this is nothing more 
than the traditional parsing which he learned in grammar school. 
He might have expected something more novel and revealing from 
linguistics. There is, in fact, considerably more to it than meets the 
eye. A few of these matters are taken up briefly in following sections. 
It is, morever, a representation of but one aspect of the structure of 
the sentence, other aspects of which would require different repre- 
sentations. The choice of an English example is undramatic because 
of our familiarity with this type of structure. A sentence from an 
exotic language could have been used to show structures of quite 
different sorts. 

The remaining layers may be left for the reader to take apart. 
The first of these, the resolution of the inner sentence into a subject 
and a predicate, is the same as that for the outer sentence, of course. 
Beyond that, different structures appear. 
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RECURSION 


In the above diagram of a branching and layering structure, we 
began with a sentence (One understands that . . .) and ended with a 
sentence (It is a unit of some sort which . . .). Though different in 
specific content and different in structure on the second and further 
lower layers, they are identical in structure on the first lower layer 
and are members of the same form class (tokens of the same type), 
viz., SENTENCE, i.e., the SUBJECT-PREDICATE construction of English. 

This points up a characteristic and important feature of language 
structure in general, namely, its recursive potential. It is a special 
case—a peculiar and pervasive one—in the general derivational po- 
tential of a language. It is an aspect of the capacity for using con- 
structions of a particular type as constituents in other constructions, 
which may be of a different type or (immediately or ultimately) of 
the same type as the original. This latter possibility—especially as it 
involves encapsulating sentences within sentences—makes for theo- 
retically indefinite expandability, limited in practice only by certain 
external considerations of another order.* The mechanics of such 
encapsulation differs greatly from language to language—some exotic 
varieties of it strike us as quite bizarre—but the basic functions 
performed and the general consequences for the adaptability of the 
language tool are essentially the same. 

The inner sentence can be subjected to its own analysis of branches 
and layers, as was the first, or outer, sentence. 


ALTERNATIVES 


At the third layer of the inner sentence, we find that the predi- 
cate does not resolve into TRANSITIVE VERB + DIRECT OBJECT as in 
the outer sentence, but into COPULA + PREDICATE NOUN. These are 
but two of the substitutable alternative types which may serve as 
predicates in English sentences. Other common ones are INTRANSITIVE 
VERB (a “nonwanting” verb, which is therefore potentially complete 
in itself as a predicate) and copura -+ PREDICATE ADJECTIVE. 

“Alternatives” are different in their internal structure and iden- 
tity, but are the same in their external structural relations. They 
are members of the same form class (tokens of the same type) at the 
next higher layer of structure. 

Other examples of alternatives which concern the form class of 
substantival expressions are noted in the next section. 


*On recursion in syntax and its import for an adequate model of language 
structure, see Chomsky [7, 9, 10]. 
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IMMEDIATE CONSTITUENTS 


As is apparent from the preceding sections, an utterance, a com- 
plex verbal response, cannot be regarded merely as a unidimensional 
concatenation of unit response-segments, in spite of its apparently 
linear array in time; it must be seen as a many-layered edifice, a 
construction of parts, each of which is in turn a construction of parts, 
and so on from the highest to the lowest in the order of layers. 

Most constructions are seen as two-part constructions. Longer 
chains which may—in the context of certain problems—be viewed 
as many-part constructions are resolvable on further analysis into 
successive layers of two-part constructions. 

The parts of a construction are its “constituents,” Every linguistic 
unit except the highest and the lowest dealt with is seen simultane- 
ously (1) as a construction made up of smaller constituents, (2) as a 
constituent in a particular larger construction, and (3) as a member 
of a form class defined by its “distribution,” or range of possible 
constructional contexts. It must be characterized in each of these 
capacities and may be named accordingly. Thus, the expression that 
itisa unit . . . in our diagram sentence is a subordinate clause when 
described as a construction. When described as a constituent in the 
construction in which it finds itself in this sentence, it is a direct 
object of a transitive verb. When described as a member of a form 
class, it is a substantival expression (along with nouns, noun phrases, 
pronouns, etc.). All of these roles need to be specified in its gram- 
matical characterization. 

The members of a form class may represent several different kinds 
of constructions. Thus, as noted, there are many varieties of sub- 
stantival expressions, as these are considered from the vantage point 
of the next lower layer. Also, any member of a form class may enter 
into a number of different kinds of constructions and accordingly be 
different kinds of constituents. Thus, a substantival expression may 
be the subject of a predicate, the direct object of a transitive verb, 
the object of a preposition, a predicate-noun expression, an apposi- 
tional complement to a noun, etc. To be a member of the form class 
substantival expressions is, by definition (for English), to be capable 
of serving in any of these constituent roles; for a form class, as noted, 
is defined in terms of its distribution. : 

Linguistic analysis proceeds by the method of “immediate con- 
stituents,” i.e., by division of a larger unit into two immediate con- 
stituents. The brief illustration given above of the branching and 
layering in structure proceeded in this fashion. The parsing above 
no doubt appeared simple. In fact, however, the determination of the 
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hierarchy of immediate-constituent divisions in longer forms always 
presents serious problems. In the illustrative sentence which was used 
above, there are at least two other places that might seriously be 
considered as choices for the first immediate-constituent division, 
These would yield not a SURJECT-PREDICATE construction at the top 
layer of analysis, but would give constructions of other sorts requir- 
ing different characterizations. In the end, a systematic pursuit of a 
different set of policies in immediate-constituent division would, in 
fact, produce a different grammar of the same language. Among the 
alternative procedures which may be considered, there is one which 
is based strongly on phonological considerations—especially those of 
juncture—as applied to the spoken forms of sentences in their textual 
environments. 

In general, the guiding consideration in making such choices is 
one which involves (1) maximum substitutability of parts on both 
sides of the division, (2) maximum productivity of the end formula- 
tion, and (3) maximum simplicity in the statement of the total struc- 
tural pattern. These are not independent criteria, but are related 
ultimately to the same thing. 

In working toward a solution that satisfies these desiderata, there 
are some who are willing to believe that they are discovering the 
structural pattern which inheres in the language, while others con- 
sider that they are merely constructing a model of the simplest and 
most highly predictive form that can generate the forms of utterances 
in the given language. The latter view would seem to be the safer. 
It leaves open the question of the structure of the language, and it 
carries no suggestion or commitment as to the psychological validity 
of the formulation. It leaves the field open for alternative analyses 
and it can entertain, without prejudice to itself, the posing of psycho- 
logical questions which may be asked in connection with language 
structure in its varied facets and alternative interpretations. 

At the present time, a point of view which holds that linguistics 
offers not so much a discovery as an evaluative procedure is gaining 
ascendancy. It permits one to choose from among different grammars 
or models of a language that which is the “best”? according to a 
stated set of criteria. 

Languages differ greatly in their roster and hierarchy of specific 
constructional patterns. An illustration from another language, espe- 
cially from a non-Indo-European language, might have shown some 
of the novelty that was lacking in the English example excerpted 
from this paper.* 


‘On immediate constituents see Wells [77], Gleason [15, chap. 10], Hockett 
[28, chap. 17]. 
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HISTORY AND ACTUALITY 


Of two constructions made according to the same pattern, one 
may be an ad hoc construction of the moment and the other may be 
a repetition or reuse of one coined long ago, often heard, and much 
employed as a whole unit, e.g., as an idiom, a cliché, or a high- 
frequency phrase of some sort. It is apparent that as behavioral 
events they are quite different and that in some sense their psychologi- 
cal statuses in the structure of the actual speaking behavior may be 
quite different. This may be reflected in a number of ways other 
than that of their grammatical structure, which is presumed constant. 
They may be characterized by different internal entropy profiles. 
They may have different text frequencies. They may have different 
latency patterns, these being reflected in observably different timing 
patterns and in differences in the introduction of hesitation pauses. 
Yet in terms of their grammatical structure, they may be the same. 

The point to be made is that the structural pattern of a language 
—its grammar—serves as a guide for the manufacture of one’s speak- 
ing stock in trade. Some of this is old, familiar, and quite automatic 
at any given time—some of it is new as of the moment and may even 
be hesitatingly put together. Old and new alike exhibit the same 
structural patterns (except for the relatively rare cases where there 
is a legacy of old forms which were coined in a no longer productive 
pattern). The old, in fact, furnish the models for generating the new. 
In a psychological account taking of linguistic behavior, more than 
the grammatical structure of utterances needs to be reckoned with. 
In particular, indexes of latency must be attended to. Usage as well 
as system requires study.® 


TRANSFORMATIONS 


We turn again to the excerpted sentence which was used for 
purposes of illustration. In Branching and Layering, its analysis was 
carried to the point of recursion to another sentence. In Alternatives, 
the next two layers in the structure of this inner sentence were indi- 
cated. A further step would lead to the next lower layer, which 
divides into a NOUN PHRASE (a unit of some sort) and an ADJECTIVAL 
EXPRESSION consisting of a relative clause (which is made up of parts). 
The next step leads to the analysis of the relative clause. 


5 On hesitation pauses and their relation to the transitional-probability structure 
of a language (as opposed to the grammatical structure), see Lounsbury [57], and 
Maclay and Osgood [59]. Also of interest in this connection are Goldman-Eisler 
(16, 17]. 
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Here again, alternative analyses present themselves. All clauses, 
relative included, share the SUBJECT-PREDICATE Construction. An im- 
mediate-constituent analysis of the relative clause might then follow 
this division, identifying the relative pronoun as the subject and the 
remainder as the predicate. In the evaluative procedure which must 
follow any decision and which weighs the merits of the decision (in 
terms of final simplicity and potential account-taking capacity) 
against other possible decisions, two weaknesses are inherent in tak- 
ing the SUBJECT-PREDICATE division as the first in the analysis of the 
relative clause. One is that the relative Pronoun is in certain respects 
fundamentally different from all other members of the class of sub- 
stantival expressions which may serve as subjects or objects or predi- 
cate nouns. The other and more serious weakness is that this decision 
fails to identify or take account of an important and fundamental 
relationship between any relative clause and a corresponding inde- 
pendent clause of the sentence form—as, for example, the analysis 
of the subordinate clause above showed its relation to a corresponding 
independent sentence. 

In such cases, one identifies the construction as a “transforma- 
tion” of some other construction (i.e., of one of the so-called “kernel” 
constructions), states the relationship between the two, and then 
proceeds to analyze the constituency of the latter. In the present case, 
that of the relative clause in our illustration, this amounts to a dif- 
ferent decision as to where to place the first immediate-constituent 
division. It involves the suppression of one of the canons of immediate- 
constituent analysis, viz., a rule not to divide within a word prior to 
dividing between words, the justification for which may perhaps be 
called into question. It is as though in the present case we were to 
regard the relative pronoun which as consisting of, or representing, a 
relative morpheme (wh-) and a pronominal morpheme (identifiable 
with the morpheme of it), and then make an immediate-constituent 
analysis of RELATIVE SUBORDINATOR (wh-) + sENTENGE (it is made up 
of parts) instead of an immediate SUBJECT + PREDICATE analysis. 

The concept of transformation is needed to account for aspects 
of structure (of which the present example represents only one type 
among many) which would escape an accounting by immediate- 
constituent analysis of phrase and clause structure except by a tour 
de force such as indicated above. In particular, transformation analysis 
uncovers a great many masked recursions that would otherwise re- 
main undetected. Since the degrees and manners of masking of recur- 
sive structures vary greatly from language to language, one result of 
transformational analysis, which undercuts this masking, is to lead 
linguistics a step closer to a general model for the syntax of language. 
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It also raises the question of the status of the word as a linguistic 
unit. Clearly, in the analysis of one aspect of language structure, the 
word can be violated. Yet it is surely a unit in another aspect of 
structure. We are dealing with linguistic units of some sort in each 
case.® 


CONDITIONED VARIANTS 


A frequent phenomenon in the structure of languages is that the 
context in which a unit appears imposes certain constraints upon the 
form which the unit may assume. A unit may thus appear differently 
in different contexts. This kind of contextual determination may be 
found at all levels: 

1. In phonology, in the determination of allophones of phonemes 
(e.g., whether a ¢ in English is an aspirated stop, an unaspirated 
stop, an unreleased stop with simultaneous glottal closure, a lightly 
articulated voiced or voiceless flap, a simple glottal stop, etc.); 

2. In morphophonemics, in the determination of allomorphs of 
morphemes; 

3. In syntax, in the determination of alternant forms (allotagmas) 
which particular constructions (tagmemes) must assume in particular 
larger constructional contexts; 

4. In morphology, in the determination of the particular form 
of an inflectable word—the “allolog,” we might say—which it must 
have in a particular syntactic context. 

All of these result in a redundancy between a form and its context, 
each implying something of the other. 

The last case just mentioned, which concerns inflected forms of 
words, is the weakest as an example of the phenomenon of contextual 
determination, but it is one of the most interesting. We return once 
more to our earlier sample sentence for illustrations. In the outer 
sentence, in the context of the subject one, the verb of the predicate 
must take the form understands, not understand. Similarly, in the inner 
sentence, in the context of the subject if, the copula of the predicate 
must be is, not are. 

Inflection in some languages is carried into several dimensions of 
variation, resulting in multidimensional paradigms running into 
hundreds or even thousands of forms. Dimensions may be such famil- 

6 On transformations see Harris [24], Chomsky [9, 10], Lees [41, 42], Householder 
[33], and Gleason [15, chap. 13]. The notion of transformation is a recent innova- 
tion in structural linguistics, though unformalized analogs to it are old in tradi- 
tional school grammars—such as, for example, the rules for “converting” an active 
sentence into a passive sentence, those for converting indicative into interrogative 
Sentences, ete, 
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iar ones as those of person, number, mode, aspect, tense, voice, etc., 
or they may involve quite novel criteria (criteria of context, with or 
without definite correlates in reference). A single form from such a 
paradigm may be characterized in each of several dimensions. —For 
example, it may be second person, singular, preterite, subjunctive. 
The person and number specifications may be required by the par- 
ticular subject with which the verbal predicate is in construction; 
the modal specification may be required by a part of the outer con- 
text in which this subject-predicate construction (as an inner sen- 
tence) finds itself; while the tense specification may perhaps be re- 
stricted by still another part of the context. 

In the case just described, each of the inflectional features of the 
word is a conditioned feature of that word, and the resulting form “of 
the word may be described as a conditioned variant, or allolog of the 
word. There is a resulting condition of redundancy; given the context 
of the word, the particular form of the word—with its special features 
— may be predicted. And conversely, the special features of the word 
are an index to the nature of its context, permitting prediction of 
the latter (within limits) or at least narrowing down its possibilities. 
Given this situation, the features by which inflected forms differ may 
be said to be “conditioned,” “determined,” or “nondistinctive” 
features. 

This type of case, however, represents something of an ideal case. 
The sentences in which this state of affairs obtains may be termed 
“model sentences.” Actual discourses, however, may occasionally or 
even frequently contain sentences which deviate from the model by 
the omission of parts of the model context which are fully predictable 
from the particular variant of the word. Thus, for example, in Portu- 
guese one may sometimes hear simply sei in place of eu sei (I know), 
or sabes in place of tu sabes (you know). In such instances, where the 
presumed conditioning part of the model context is absent, the in- 
flectional feature can no longer be described as contextually deter- 
mined or as nondistinctive. 

This is the state of affairs with much of the morphological inflec- 
tion of words, In many sentences a particular inflected form can be 
regarded as a conditioned variant in the proper sense of the term. 
Yet in other sentences it may be the only source for a feature of the 
message. It may thus alternate between the status of a conditioned 
variant and the status of a syntactic construction internal to the word. 
Inflectional categories are only rarely devoid of referential (denota- 
tional) content. In optimum cases, they may be semantically defined 
—e.g., second person, plural. In some of the more frequent cases, 
bowever, the referential content is irregular, shifting from instance to 
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instance, often null, and without common feature (cf. the gender 
distinctions in German, French, ete.). The semantic definitions, even 
where these are possible, give no clue to the linguistic status of the 
inflectional categories. Their linguistic definitions are contextual ones, 
in terms of their distributions or their “privileges of occurrence.” 
(The latter is not quite the same as the former. A definition in terms 
of privileges of occurrence is essentially a definition in terms of 
a form’s distribution in what were called “model sentences” above.) 

It is rather surprising to see how different languages can be from 
one another in this particular respect. This kind of interconditioning 
between syntactic environments and inflectional morphology of words 
can be virtually nil in some languages (e.g., Chinese) but can be 
carried to staggering lengths in others. This can be disconcerting to 
the linguist or psychologist who inclines to a view of the basic same- 
ness of all languages in their fundamental structural characteristics. 
What is true of the interconditioning between syntactic environments 
and the inflectional morphology of words is also true of the relations 
between environment and the forms of morphemes. Some languages 
have hardly any morphophonemic irregularities (e.g., the Cuzco dia- 
lect of Quechua), while others have incredible amounts of it (e.g. 
the Iroquoian languages). It does not seem that there is as much 
difference between languages in respect to the corresponding phe- 
nomenon on the phonemic level. All languages have a good deal of 
it. Some may seem to have more of it than others, but this is a func- 
tion of our ethnocentricity. A case in point is described in the next 
section. 


STIMULUS EQUIVALENCE 


Linguistics has developed a considerable apparatus for handling 
problems of what might be regarded as stimulus equivalence in lan- 
guage structure. This phenomenon in language and the apparatus 
to deal with it in linguistics seem most often to have attracted the 
attention of psychologists. It relates (in a very general way) to the 
problems of constancy, conditioned similarity, and criterial attributes 
which have interested perception psychologists, learning theorists, 
and those who study concept formation. $ ; 

Linguists themselves never cease to be amazed at the identifica- 
tions and groupings into equivalence classes which they discover in 
the structures of the languages they work with. They find them in 
Phonological equivalences, in grammatical equivalences, and in lexi- 
cal equivalences. Many of them are indeed novel and unusual, given 
the conditioning of one’s own different language background. It is 
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on these that the so-called “Whorf hypothesis,” or the “linguistic- 
relativity hypothesis,” is based. We consider here an example from 
phonology. Examples from lexicon are found in the next section. 

The writer has done intensive field work on a language—Cayuga, 
one of the languages of the Iroquoian family—which exhibits condi- 
tioned alternations and resulting stimulus equivalences of types 
such as those in the following pairs of disyllabic and monosyllabic 
sequences: gahén and k'häin; diho and t'hyo; güha and k'hwa; driho and 
Uhryo (or öhryo). The paired types are quite unlike in over-all acoustic 
properties, and they are perceived as very unlike by listeners (like 
ourselves) who have a different perceptual preconditioning to speech 
sounds from that which native speakers of this language have. When 
the differences between the alternants in these pairs were pointed out 
by the writer to his language informants, however, they declared 
that they never were aware that there was any difference between 
them. 

Cayuga speech also has a liberal sprinkling of “whispered” syl- 
lables. (They are syllables—ka, tro, ny, wi, for example, which are 
pronounced entirely without voice. Phonetically this is not quite the 
same as whispering, for a whisper has another added articulatory 
feature.) These voiceless syllables alternate in a regular way with 
voiced syllables which are followed by h. Speakers who have been 
questioned about this and informed of the point at issue have replied 
that they had never noticed before that these syllables were whispered, 
or that there was any difference between them and the voiced types 
(followed by h) with which they alternate. 

Besides these, Cayuga has many metathesized pairs in similar 
alternation, where the metatheses affect the relative order of vowels 
and the glottal stop (as it does with vowels and h in the first examples 
cited). These alternations too escape detection by the very ones who 
produce them, 

The Cayuga words pronounced onühsagdhen (window) and 
deyonh"sdk'hain (two windows) produce drastically different auditory 
impressions on a phonetician or on an English-speaking listener or 
on one who speaks almost anything but Cayuga. But to the Cayuga 
they sound the same, except that the second word begins with de- 
(a prefix associated here with reference to two things). So it is also 
with g?ontk‘hwa? (her mind) and godi?nigitha? (their minds). The second 
word has a syllable -di- which makes it a plural form. Here again 
the acoustic impression to the outsider is drastically different as 
between the two words, but not at all so to the native speaker, who 
notices only the presence or absence of the syllable -di-. Similarly 
in Ehat'hry6?daat (he will work) and ®h&nadriho?daat (they will work), 
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the difference in the pronominal prefixes -ha- (he) versus -höna- (they) 
is noticed, but the remaining differences are not. 

The Cayuga listener is obviously not responding to the same fea- 
tures of the acoustic stimulus that an outsider would pick up. We 
would probably not be far wrong if we concluded that in the native 
speaker there is a learned nonperception (a conditioned indifference) 
to some of these features. If, instead of objectively reporting the total 
acoustic stimulus as we have done above in our phonetic transcrip- 
tions, we should obliterate the distinctions (1) between voiced and 
voiceless sounds both in consonants and in vowels; (2) between the 
two possible orders of a vowel and a laryngeal, e.g., between a? and 
?a, and between ah and ha, etc.; (3) between syllabic and nonsyllabic 
vocalic segments; (4) between stressed and unstressed vowels; and 
(5) if we drop the special mark of nasalization, the tilde, on the two 
nasalized vowels, we would probably come closer to representing 
what the native speaker hears. We should then write the above 
examples as onuhsakahen and teyonuhsakahen (instead of the phoneti- 
cally more accurate onühsagdhen and deyonh“säkh'äin), ko?nikuha? and 
koti?nikuha? (instead of g?ontk'hwa? and godi’nigüha?), and ehatriho?taat 
and ehenatriho?taat (instead of Ehat'hry6?daat and thénadrtho?daat). Now 
the paired members begin to look as much alike in transcription as 
they seem to sound alike to the Cayugas. What we have accom- 
plished is to suppress from our transcriptions the representation of 
features of the acoustic stimulus (voicing, syllabicity, laryngeal order, 
and position of the accent) which do not serve as cues for differ- 
ential responses on the part of native subjects and to retain a repre- 
sentation only of those features which do serve as cues—the distinc- 
tive features of this language.’ 

This process is called “phonemicizing” the transcription.’ For an 
outsider, one must give rules for converting the phonemic represen- 
tation back into phonetics. Otherwise it would be impossible for 
him to read the transcription to make it sound like the original 

?’The above is a slight oversimplification of the facts. Fuller details are pre- 
sented in another paper [58]. It is possibly also an overinterpretation of the facts 
because it can be argued that perception is of a total whole, a gestalt, ‚and that 
within this no feature can be said to be devoid of stimulus value, whatever its redun- 
dancy and predictability from context. It should be remarked in this connection 
that linguists generally make a point of avoiding psychological interpretations of the 
Structural facts of a language—a rule of caution which the present writer has allowed 
himself to neglect for the moment. 

* A transcription which suppresses all but the cue-bearing phonetic features (the 
independent variables of a phonological system) is known as a “phonemic” transcrip- 
tion. This contrasts with a “phonetic” transcription, which registers all features 
that a given phonetician is able to discriminate and report, without regard to their 
Structural status or cue-bearing function in the particular language at hand. 
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language. For the native speaker, however, the rules are built into 
his habits already. The basis of the Cayuga rules—as the reader may 
already have observed from the examples—is syllable count, the 
distinction between even and odd-numbered syllables. The details of 
the rules are too complex to be given here. An almost identical sys- 
tem was found by Sapir in Southern Paiute. It is described in his 
monograph on that language [68] as well as in the famous paper 
“The Psychological Reality of Phonemes” [67]. The two cases are 
of independent historical development. Cayuga and Southern Paiute 
are neither phylogenetically related nor influenced by geographic 
proximity.’ 

The method of phonemics is not one of psychological experimen- 
tation; rather, it involves the search for circumstantial evidence as 
to the distinctiveness or nondistinctiveness of phonetic features in 
naturally occurring speech data. The only “psychological” test which 
the linguist performs is to ascertain whether two phonetically different 
forms are the same or different as linguistic stimuli to natives. The 
specific purpose of the same-or-different test is to determine whether 
a particular feature of phonetic difference is a result of free variation 
or of contrast. Beyond this, one studies the distributions of phonetic 
types (the inventory of phonetic environments in which they occur). 
In particular, one seeks to determine whether two phonetic types 
which are similar in some features but different in others are in 
complementary distribution or in contrast. If a rule can be formulated 
whereby the occurrence of one or another of two such phonetic 
types is shown always to be a function of the phonetic context, then 
they can be regarded as conditioned variants of one unit. The “pho- 
neme” is generally regarded as a class of phone types which have a 
phonetic feature in common and whose differences are either in 
complementary distribution or in free variation in respect to their 
environments. Alternatively, it can be regarded as the phonetic fea- 
ture (or bundle of features) shared by all the members of such a 
class, i.e., the defining features of the class, or necessary and suffi- 
cient conditions for membership in the class. Given the specification 
of a phoneme and of the environment in which it occurs in any in- 
stance, the selection of the allophone—i.e., the particular member 
of the class of conditioned variants—follows automatically. 

* Sapir’s paper [67] is one of the classic pioneer papers in the then (1933) new 
theory of phonemics. It contains interesting data on the interpretive responses of a 
native speaker to one of the phonological problems of Southern Paiute, and it gives 
a partial phonemicization of the phonetic data. Sapir’s phonemicization—or “phono- 
logic orthography” as he called it in this paper—does not go far enough, however. 
It misses the solution of both the geminate stops and the voiceless syllables. Lounsbury 
(58] suggests a reinterpretation based on the structural analogies with Cayuga. 
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It is generally assumed that the allophones of a phoneme are in 
some sense equivalent stimuli. They are defined so that they share 
the same distinctive features (features that function as cues for dif- 
ferential responses in the given language) and differ from one another 
only by nondistinctive features (those which do not function as cues). 
Granting the assumption, one may see in this phenomenon in phonol- 
ogy—as some psychologists have seen in it—an analog to the phe- 
nomenon of constancy, which has been studied by perception psy- 
chologists largely in connection with visual-concept formation. The 
notion may perhaps be extended also to analogs in lexicon, such as 
those described in the next section. 

Examples just as pertinent as the Cayuga ones could be found in 
English. It is difficult to make the point with English examples, how- 
ever, for the phonetic differences which would have to be described in 
distinguishing the allophones of English phonemes would seem like 
phonetic hair-splitting to an English-speaking reader. But one soci- 
ety’s hair’s breadth can be another’s chasm. Every linguist has 
struggled in a strange language over distinctions so subtle (from his 
point of view) that he has wondered how the speakers of that lan- 
guage can ever pick up the cues. These same distinctions, however, 
seem gross and obvious to the native speakers. On the other hand, 
some differences that seem gross and obvious to us (such as those 
mentioned for Cayuga) may escape detection by others, including 
the very ones who produce them. There seems to be no absolute 
metric that can be applied to acoustic space when, in langauge be- 
havior, it is subject to so much learned perceptual distortion." 


THE CLASSIFICATORY FUNCTION OF LINGUISTIC FORMS 


Linguistic forms act as classifiers of their referents, for it is through 
the use of the forms that distinctions are drawn and ambiguities 
allowed in the construction of messages which report on (or other- 
wise relate to) things, situations, and events. We will use the term 
“first-line distinctions” to designate distinctions of reference which 
are made, in usage, by the naming vocabulary of a language; and 
the term “first-line ambiguities” to refer to the ambiguities of ref- 
erence which are present in that same usage. Sharper distinctions 

"In regard to the learned perceptual distortion of phonetic space, Liberman 
et al. [50] have designed experiments to test whether the observed sharper stimulus 
discriminations in the region of phoneme boundaries are an effect of learning, and, 
if so, whether this represents “acquired distinctiveness” near phoneme boundaries 
or “acquired similarity” within the ranges of variation of phonemes. The results 
Support the assumption that the discrimination peak at phoneme boundaries isa 
result of learning, and they point in the direction of acquired distinctiveness. 
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than those given by the naming vocabulary can, of course, be drawn 
by the addition of modifying constructional devices, and some of 
the first-line ambiguities may be thereby eliminated. Every language 
has qualifying and limiting constructions by means of which reference 
may be sharpened, when necessary, beyond the degree provided by 
the conventional usage of its naming vocabulary. 

The first-line distinctions and ambiguities are of considerable in- 
terest in their own right, however. These are the referential distinc- 
tions which are most economically made and the hardest to avoid 
(those most accessible and inevitable in the “code”), and the ambi- 
guities in reference which are the likeliest to be present and the most 
cumbersome to remove. Anthropologists, linguists, and psychologists 
have entertained numerous interesting hypotheses concerning these, 
The referential classifications made through lexicon often vary strik- 
ingly from language to language and are seen to exhibit different 
classificatory principles in different languages. It is posited that the 
principles of referential classification embodied in lexical usage in a 
given speech community bear some relation to their relative utility 
in communication in that community and to the frequency with 
which the distinctions implied by them are of crucial significance. 
This, in turn, it is posited, may be a function of the ways in which 
a people’s social interactions and their activities in relation to their 
natural and man-made environments are organized. 

Some of the best cases in support of this hypothesis come from 
special vocabularies such as those of kinship systems, numeration, 
ethnobotanical, ethnozoological and ethnometeorological terminol- 
ogies, etc. Other convincing examples can be found in the vocabularies 
and/or inflectional apparatus related to the forms of respect and 
familiarity, authority and deference, social distance and solidarity, 
etc. Some of those who have speculated on these matters see language 
as organizing a very large part of one’s perceptual habits, and would 
see even the grammar of a language as related to an underlying 
“world view” or perceptual orientation which may characterize the 
culture of a particular speech community. Clearly this is a fertile 
field for hypothesis formulation. ™! As an example of the classificatory 
function in lexical usage, we shall cite a few instances from kinship 
terminologies. 

Lexical units in kinship terminologies can differ, as between dif- 
ferent societies, in two aspects of their meanings: the “personnel- 
designating” aspect and the “role-symbolizing” aspect.!? Thus the 

"In fact, it has been a favorite field for quite untrammeled speculations [cf. 


Whorf, 80, especially pp. 57, 134, 160, 207, 233; Lee, 39, 40; and Hoijer, 31]. 
12 This distinction is drawn from Schneider and Roberts [71]. 
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meanings of the “father” terms of various kinship systems may differ 
in regard to who may be named “father” (or the equivalent) and 
what it means to be a “father” in that society. In our society, as the 
term is applied to real relatives (i.e., excluding the metaphoric ex- 
tensions to nonrelatives), the reference term is applied by an individ- 
ual to but one person: the one whom we understand as one’s 
father (though as a term of address it may be extended to a step- 
father and to a father-in-law as well). In a great many societies (those 
having what anthropologists call Iroquois-type kinship systems), the 
“father” term is applied not only to one’s father, but to one’s father’s 
brothers and male cousins as well. In still other societies (those having 
Crow-type kinship systems), the “father” term applies to one’s father, 
father’s brothers, father’s sister’s sons, father’s sister’s daughter’s sons, 
and sometimes to the father’s mother’s brothers as well. Aside from 
the question of who may be classed under the same kinship label as 
the father, there is also the question of what the label implies in the 
way of expected behavior. In one society, the relevant term may 
mean an authoritarian figure who is the head of the family; in another, 
the analogous term may mean something quite different." The per- 
sonnel-designating aspects of the meanings of kinship terms are 
analyzed by isolating the dimensions of referential features which 
are distinctive in the given system and by defining each labeled kin 
class in terms of the distinctive features of that class, i.e., in terms of 
those which state the necessary and sufficient conditions for mem- 
bership. The role-symbolizing aspects may be analyzed from associ- 
ated behavioral data in somewhat analogous ways. 

The effects of different classificatory principles applied to the 
same set of elements can be seen in the following examples. Consider 
the following pairs of kin types: 

1. Brother, sister 

2. Father’s brother’s son, father’s brother’s daughter 

3. Mother’s sister’s son, mother’s sister’s daughter 

4. Father’s sister’s son, father’s sister’s daughter 

5. Mother's brother’s son, mother’s brother’s daughter. : 

In our kinship usage, the types of 1 are classed as brother and sister, 
while those of 2, 3, 4, and 5 are classed as cousins. In the Troquois- 
type usages, the 1, 2, and 3 types are all brothers and sisters, while 
only those of 4 and 5 are cousins. In Crow-type usages the types of 
1, 2, and 3 are again brothers and sisters, while those of 4 are classed 
as father and aunt, and those of 5 are son and daughter to a man, 
but nephew and niece to a woman. In Omaha-type usages, the types 

“Cf. Schneider and Gough [70, especially Schneider, pp. 1-29; Fathauer, 

Pp. 247-249; Basehart, p. 291; Gough, pp. 363-366]. 
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of 1, 2, and 3 are brothers and sisters, while those of 4 are nephew 
and niece to a man, but son and daughter to a woman, and those 
of 5 are uncle and mother. (There are no cousin classes in Crow- or 
Omaha-type usages.) 

These different classifications result from the recognition of dif- 
ferent dimensions of distinctive features. In our system, the primary 
dimension is degree of collaterality, with generation as a secondary 
dimension of limited applicability. (Our cousin class, which consists 
of second and higher-degree collaterals, extends into ascending and 
descending generations.) In systems of the Iroquois type, the primary 
dimensions are those of generation and bifurcation (the distinction 
between “parallel” and “cross” kin types). In those of the Crow 
type, the primary dimensions are a skewed generation measure (in 
whose computation females rank a social generation higher than 
their male siblings in certain contexts) and bifurcation. In those of 
the Omaha type, they are a differently skewed generation measure 
(the mirror image of Crow generation, in whose computation the 
roles of the sexes are reversed) and bifurcation. It should be noted 
that the particular generation measure, whether straight or skewed, 
must be applied first in the Iroquois, Crow, and Omaha systems, 
inasmuch as the reckoning of bifurcation (whether a kin type is to 
be regarded as parallel or as cross) is dependent on the prior speci- 
fication of generation in all systems. 

The different principles of classification are not arbitrary quirks 
of particular languages, but linguistic reflections of important legal 
and social realities in particular societies, The first-line distinctions 
drawn by a kinship lexicon are simply the most useful ones for the 
given society. The fact that certain types of systems recur independ- 
ently among peoples in distant parts of the world reflects the phe- 
nomenon of convergence in basic aspects of social structure, i.e., of 
similar adaptive responses to similar conditioning factors. 


THE RELATIONS OF A LINGUISTIC FORM 


The primary relations of a linguistic form have been variously 
categorized. C. W. Morris’s familiar partitioning of these [63, 64], 
which puts them as “pragmatic,” “semantic,” and “syntactic” at a 
first level of categorization, was intended to apply to the relations of 


14 The above is not a sufficient description of the modes of generation reckoning 
in these systems. Actually there are four different varieties of so-called “Crow-type” 
generation reckoning, and a mirror-image set of four varieties of “‘Omaha-type.” 
The formal analysis of these systems, their typology, and hypotheses concerning their 
social determinants are presented in papers by the present writer [55, 56]. 
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linguistic forms as well as to those of other and more general kinds of 
signs. We shall speak only of its application to linguistic forms, but we 
shall preserve Morris’s terminology in referring to the latter as “signs.” 

1. Of the three varieties of relations, the “pragmatic” is the least 
well defined. It was meant to embrace the “expressive” aspects of the 
linguistic act, relating a linguistic sign to its users. “User” appears 
here to include both the producer for whom the linguistic sign is 
consciously or unconsciously an instrument, and whose disposition it 
expresses, and any additional audience upon whom the sign acts as 
a stimulus, and whose interpretant response it also expresses [63, p. 7]. 
Of the three relations specified by Morris, “pragmatics” is the one of 
most traditional interest to psychologists. The full gamut of psycho- 
logical writings concerned with language, ranging from Freud to 
Skinner to Osgood, bears witness to this. It is, incidentally, the one of 
least traditional interest to linguists. 

2. The “semantic” relation in this scheme of things is that between 
linguistic signs and “the objects to which [they] are applicable” 
[63, p. 6]. “Object”? here is an overly concrete term for what is in- 
tended, viz., objects, qualities, conditions, etc., whether actually 
existent or only describable or imaginable, Semantics in the present 
scheme, then, has to do with “reference,” in the widest sense of this 
term. It is not a traditional interest in either psychology or linguistics, 
though linguists have not avoided dealing with it in at least an ofl- 
hand, practical sort of way, and anthropologically oriented linguists 
(or linguistically oriented anthropologists) have made it a subject of 
theoretical, as well as practical, concern. It has, of course, long been 
a subject of theoretical concern in philosophy. (In the anthropologi- 
cal approach to reference, since this is based on usage representing 
a society-wide pragmatism of sorts and reflecting a so-called “lin- 
guistic relativity,’ the line of division between pragmatics and 
semantics becomes somewhat blurred.) 

Semantic analysis is facilitated by recognizing different modes of 
reference in the relationship between a linguistic sign and its object, 
viz., the relation between a sign and its object as a thing, and the rela- 
tion between a sign and its object as an exemplar of a kind or member of a 
class. The former relation has been called “denotation”? and the latter 
“designation” [63, p. 5]. 

Although some writers have used “kind of object” and “class of 
objects” as essentially equivalent terms [‘bid.], it is important in 
descriptive semantics to make a further distinction between them, 
A semantic class may be defined merely by the sign which is its label, 
i.e., as the set of objects to which a given linguistic sign is applied. 
This tells us nothing about the kind, however; i.e., it does not tell 
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us what distinctive qualities the members of the class have in com- 
mon, other than their name. But any naturally formed class of things, 
arrived at pragmatically by stimulus generalization, is assumed to 
have some distinctive quality or combination of qualities in common, 
which furnished the basis for the generalization manifested in the 
common labeling response. A natural class of this type contrasts with 
unnatural classes, or pseudoclasses, which have no distinctive inherent 
qualities in common at all except their name (e.g., the class of girls 
named Mary as opposed to the class of those named Helen) or a 
feature of their name (e.g., the class of things named by masculine 
nouns in German as opposed to the class of things named by feminine 
nouns in German). Such classes are not based on stimulus generali- 
zation, but on random individual acts of name bestowal from out of 
a limited stock (as in the first example) or upon a traditional but 
arbitrary classification whose presumed former natural basis, if any, 
is a matter of prehistory (as in the latter example). It is the task of 
descriptive semantic analysis to isolate and abstract from the members 
of a label-defined class of objects what are their common distinctive 
inherent features that also make them a “kind,” if indeed they are. 
We may restrict the use of the term “designation” to the relation of 
a sign to the class of its objects, and adduce a later term of Morris, 
“signification,” for the relation of a sign to the distinctive features 
of the class of its objects, i.e., to the attributes which specify the kind 
of object to which it is applicable [64, pp. 17, 20, 354]. 

While theoretical semantics, as already noted, is one of the tradi- 
tional interests of philosophy, its applied aspect—the descriptive or 
“structural” semantic analysis of the lexicons of natural languages— 
is at present a concern of linguistically oriented anthropologists and 
psychologists. Areas of lexicon investigated by them include such 
lexical sets or semantic “fields” as the vocabularies of spatial and 
temporal orientation [27], color terminologies [5, 11, 37, 43, 44], 
pronominal categories [4, 12, 74], native botanical (“ethnobotanical”) 
taxonomies [12], primitive taxonomies of disease [14], and above all, 
systems of kinship terms [18, 20, 52, 55, 56, 75, 76]. The usual pro- 
cedure in such undertakings is to move from (a) the compilation of 
raw lexicographic data on particular denotations, to (b) the assem- 
bling of the denotata of each single linguistic form as a semantic class 
of objects, or designatum, to (c) the discovery—when possible—of 
the classificatory dimensions imposed upon the field by native lin- 
guistic usage, and (d) the specification of the distinctive features 
defining each of the constituent semantic classes as a kind, to (e) an 
ordering of the semantic units of the various hierarchical levels within 
the total structure of the system. 
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Success in the third and fourth of these steps, viz., in the discovery 
of the significant variables of stimulus features and the specification 
of the defining features of each semantic class, is not always assured— 
especially when working with exotic systems such as anthropologists 
most often work with; for one can never know in advance what cues 
the people of a given society may be responding to in their linguistic 
classificatory behavior (cf. The Classificatory Function of Linguistic Forms). 
Analytic successes, however, as they accumulate in solving problems 
of this kind, may lead—and in some lexical domains have led—to 
a fairly comprehensive theory of the psychological and sociological 
possibilities for variation in linguistic classificatory behavior. As such 
a theory develops—as it has already in the field of kinship organiza- 
tion—it becomes increasingly easier to arrive at the solutions to newly 
discovered, or old but as yet unsolved, individual systems. Moreover, 
the determinants of the classificatory structures are often revealed, 
and this aspect of structure in language can be seen as related to other 
social and cultural phenomena. 

3. The “syntactic” relation, the third of the varieties recognized in 
Morris’s outline, is “the formal relation of signs to one another . . . in 
abstraction from the relations of signs to objects or to interpreters” 
(63, pp. 6, 13]. It is the aspect of language which is the principal con- 
cern of linguistics. It is the one of least traditional interest in psychol- 
ogy, although in recent times with the advent of information theory 
there has been an interest on the part of some psychologists in the 
probabilistic aspects of this relation [61, chap. 4; 62; 66; esp. §§2.3, 
5.1-5]. Since then, however, it has been adequately demonstrated 
that no stochastic model can generate the syntactic structures of a 
language [7, 9, 10]. 

The “formal relations which signs have to one another” are gen- 
erally viewed as belonging to two elementary varieties: (a) those of 
a constituent to its partner-constituent within a construction, and (b) 
those of a constituent to an alternative constituent which may take its 
Place in a similar construction with the same partner. The types 
of relations in this basic dichotomy have been variously categorized 
as “syntagmatic” and “associative,” “in praesentia” and “in absentia,” 
“contiguity” and “similarity,” “combination” and “selection,” “dis- 
Gina and “commutation,” etc. [34, part Il; 69, part II, chap. 5; 

4]. 

R. Jakobson has noted that aphasic disturbances may affect one 
or the other or both of these facets of linguistic structure. He has 
referred to the resulting disturbances as the “contiguity disorder” and 
the “similarity disorder,” respectively [34, part II]. ae 

Responses to word-association tests show the same two associative 
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relations between words: the sequential contiguity variety and the 
substitutional similarity variety. The familiar special cases of antonyms 
and synonyms as associative responses may be due to either contiguity, 
or similarity relations: contiguity, because both antonyms and 
synonyms are frequently linked in conventional phrases (black and 
white, great and small, summer and winter); and similarity, because 
of both syntactic and semantic similarity. (Syntactic similarity: mem- 
bership in the same substitution class and substitutability in many 
of the same syntactic frames. Semantic similarity: sharing of all de- 
fining features but one—all but the last in the hierarchy of defining 
referential features in the case of antonyms, and all but one of context 
in the case of synonyms.) Selection of the antonym is a fairly frequent 
form of tongue slip with some persons. 

The same relations are involved also in the well-known and long- 
classified figures of speech, metaphor and simile on the one hand, and 
metonymy and synecdoche on the other, The nineteenth-century 
American philosopher C. S. Peirce recognized them in a typology 
of signs, in the dichotomy of “icon” and “index, ”the former owing 
its special character as a sign to the similarity principle, and the latter 
to the contiguity principle. Sir James G. Frazer recognized the same 
principles operating in a special form of sign behavior, primitive magic, 
and in his Golden Bough made these the criteria for defining the two 
main subdivisions of sympathetic magic: “homeopathic,” based on 
the similarity principle, and “contagious,” based on the contiguity 
principle. These same notions of similarity and contiguity relations 
were fundamental to nineteenth-century association psychology, and 
they survive into twentieth-century learning theory in a refined form 
as two of the basic variables in stimulus conditioning. !* 

These relations, manifest in the sequential arrangement of forms 
and in the replaceability of forms, are the fundamental syntactic re- 
lations within any layer of structure in language. Passing from layer 
to layer, there are the relations of constituent to construction, of form 
to transform, etc., which characterize the derivational structures of 
sentences and the derivational patterns of a language. Something of 
the nature of these relations was suggested in earlier sections. Their 
specification constitutes the major part of the descriptive syntax of 
a language. 

Morris, in his sketch of the “syntactic” branch of the theory of 
signs, focused on the “logical syntax” of Carnap as an example of 
the kind of investigations that were to be included under the heading 
of “syntactics.”” He noted how this “deliberately neglects what has 

1 These two paragraphs are adapted from a previous publication of the writer [54]: 
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here been called the semantical and the pragmatical dimensions of 
semiosis to concentrate upon the logico-grammatical structure of lan- 
guage, i.e., upon the syntactical dimension of semiosis” [63, p. 14]. 
The nature of the analysis envisioned for descriptive syntactics is indi- 
cated in his précis of logical syntax: 


In this type of consideration a “language” becomes any set of things 
related in accordance with two classes of rules: formation rules, which deter- 
mine permissable independent combinations of members of the set (such 
combinations being called sentences), and transformation rules, which deter- 
mine the sentences which can be obtained from other sentences. These may 
be brought together under the term “syntactical rule.” Syntactics is, then, the 
consideration of signs and sign combinations in so far as they are subject to 
syntactical rules. It is not interested in the individual properties of the sign 
vehicles or in any of their relations except syntactical ones, i.e., relations 
determined by syntactical rules [63, p. 14]. 


“Logical syntax,” however, is at best a very special case in the 
syntactics of languages, being “the pure syntactics of the language of 
science” [64, p. 279]. This last restriction imposes drastic limits on 
the kinds of sentences and the kinds of discourses to which it is appli- 
cable and even to the “language” to which it is applicable; since the 
language is not necessarily any one of those employed in scientific dis- 
course (e.g., English, German, etc.), but a sort of international and 
artificial one consisting of a relatively small set of logical relations 
expressible (though in different ways) in all of these and abstracted 
from these; and whose selection from the total set of syntactic relations 
possible in a natural language introduces certain considerations of 
both a semantic and a pragmatic sort. 

As for the syntactics of natural languages, Morris noted correctly 
that grammar, as usually developed in linguistics (which should be 
the syntactic description of natural languages) “is both semantical 
and syntactical in nature” (64, p. 280]. The inclusion of semantic 
Specifications has become something of an issue, The post-Bloom- 
fieldian dogma in American linguistics has long upheld the desidera- 
tum of exclusion of semantic considerations from linguistics. Though 
Certain theorists have attempted to formulate the analysis of phonology 
in such a way that it might—in theory, though only clumsily in 
Practice—be carried out without recourse to questions of meaning 
differentiation [1, 8, 9, 23, 26], it has generally been considered im- 
Possible, or at least unfeasible, to eliminate it from grammar. (We 
have included it above when constructions were identified not only 
by the form classes and the order of the constituents which comprise 
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them, but also by the functions of the constituents in the given con- 
structions.) Thus, grammar has remained functional, and the identi- 
fication of grammatical constructions has included specification of the 
semantic relations between constituents. Recently, however, a new 
school of linguists in this country has undertaken a completely seman- 
ties-free theory of grammar, fulfilling Morris’s prophecy for “syn- 
tactics” in its linguistic application, as well as the post-Bloomfieldian 
dream of getting rid of meaning altogether. (In another sense also this 
new linguistics would seem to be a fulfillment of Morris’s forecast, for it 
is the first to incorporate an explicit theory of sentence transformations.) 

There is, of course, no compelling reason why studies of language 
must be compartmentalized in precisely this way. As intimated earlier, 
we are reporting not so much on what language is (for it cannot be 
said with certainty that any one view of this is adequate) as on what 
linguists do to it. And this is what they are doing to it now. 


LINGUISTICS AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF LANGUAGE 


It would perhaps be desirable to conclude this paper with some 
Suggestions of a programmatic sort for the development of the psy- 
chology of language—suggestions which might represent the linguists’ 
points of view toward this subject. Actually, few linguists have given 
much thought to the subject (at least not in print). And the writer 
hardly feels competent to formulate linguistic problems as psycho- 
logical questions, in spite of the fact that he feels that many of the 
issues that divide linguists of different schools are at bottom questions 
for the psychology of language.!® The best that he can do at present 
is to give a sketch—as has been done in the preceding sections of this 
paper—of the things that linguists see in language and let the psy- 
chologists themselves decide whether any of these look as though they 
might hold something worth exploring by their methods. The writer 
is of the opinion that all aspects of linguistic behavior—from the 
molecular components of articulation and perception to the highest 
levels of behavioral organization that are involved in speaking and 
in the comprehension of speech—are appropriate topics and provide 
important problems for psychological inquiry into language. The fore- 
going sketch is far from an adequate map of this territory. If, however, 
it should reveal a few features of the terrain that are not yet common 
knowledge among psychologists, it will have served its purpose. 

"*For a discussion of some of the basic issues upon which linguists disagree, 


and the psychological questions underlying these issues, see an account in the 
Biennial Review of Anthropology 1961 [53, pp. 279-299]. 
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POLITICAL SCIENCE 


One comes best to an understanding of the nature of political science 
as a discipline through a brief introduction to the larger questions mem- 
bers of the discipline seek to answer. In this area of macropolitics, such 
central questions would include: What is the nature of power? How is 
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Comparative government 

Public law 

Politics and policy formation 

Public administration 

International politics and organization 


Neither division reveals the specialized attention which is sometimes ac- 
corded to state and local government. 

No one who has been associated with current thinking in the social 
sciences can contemplate this division with satisfaction; yet radical and 
abrupt revision runs the risk of establishing empty categories divorced 
from the literature, devoid of meaning to the practitioners in the field, 
and without the demonstrated capacity to facilitate research more fruit- 
ful than what has gone before. A cautious approach is indicated. One goal 
is postulated as “functional coherence,” that is, an organization of a 
discipline such that similar processes are grouped for study together. This, 
of course, contributes to the cumulative growth of understanding of these 
processes and the maximization of generalizability. Jf the field of political 
science could be grouped so that all mass phenomena, all small-group 
phenomena, all intrapsychic phenomena, all problems of attitude forma- 
tion, and so forth, could be treated separately, much would be gained. 
This would greatly facilitate the development of laws of politics, and the 
theory of political behavior would flourish in properly behavioral terms. 
What are the impediments to such a functionally coherent arrangement? 

The first of the obstacles to the reorganization of the field in these 
terms lies in the fact that the phenomena to be studied have an intrinsic 
importance. It is important to know the precise distribution of electoral 
preferences as well as the laws of electoral behavior. It makes a difference 
who is elected, however this may have been achieved. The content of the 
President’s messages are as important as the interactive processes which 
produced them. This means that the reporting of raw data as contrasted 
to relationships, incidence as contrasted to dynamics, has a justification in 
political science which cannot be ignored. This difficulty, moreover, is 
shared with economics and, to some extent, sociology but, with the possible 
exception of clinical psychology, it does not lie athwart the path of the 
student of psychology. 

In the second place, the particular relation of political processes to 
historical antecedents offers obstacles to functional coherence. Thus at 
many stages of explanation, two types of data are relevant, one dealing 
with the operational forces at the moment, the other dealing with the 
genesis of these operational forces. We can partially “explain” a given 
foreign policy in terms of currently operational concepts of internation- 
alism and isolation, developing hypotheses about their effect on decision 
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makers at a given time. Or we can explain the same policy in terms of 
the history that has created these attitudes and values and has defined 
current views on what is in the national interest. A concentration upon 
the current relationships makes functional coherence easier than a genetic 
explanation of how we came to our present position. One is reminded in 
this connection of Seeley’s rhyme: 


History without political science has no fruit 
Political science without history has no root. 


Third, political science is saturated with the problem of the use and 
abuse of authority. Consequently, it deals with such concepts as “free- 
dom,” “rights,” and “privileges,” which are normative in their implica- 
tions and in their historic modes of analyses. Other aspects of the prob- 
lem of authority and of the problem of distribution of goods and services 
in society are included in the concept of “justice” or associated with views 
on “equality.” Two questions emerge in this connection; Should the dis- 
cussion of the “goals” of society, the normative aspects of political science, 
be included as part of the political science discipline? If so, how can they 
be integrated with nonnormative analytical modes of analysis? 

With respect to the first of these, the analysis and clarification of 
goals, it should be said immediately that this is certainly a proper function 
for the political scientist. Here is a constant and urgent need to be met, 
and nothing is gained by turning the matter over to cither the philos- 
opher or the historian, who is even more remote from insight into social 
forces at work in a society. But there are three conditions to be met in 
this regard. First, goals and values must be explicit. Second, they must 
not enter the discussion of political processes in such a way as to alter 
the estimates of probable relationships (probable consequences of a given 
course of action). And third, the premises of the postulated values must 
be examined. Very often a so-called “goal” is adopted because it is be- 
lieved to be associated with a certain state of affairs—a belief which 
may be factually wrong. Thus, a person may posit a goal to be “free 
enterprise” because he believes this to be necessary to freedom of speech. 
This theory about the relationship between a goal and some other fac- 
tor must not be permitted to remain implicit and unexamined, 4 

Can justice, equality, and freedom be treated as elements of a social 
process on a par with other less value-laden concepts? Of course. What 
is required is the specification of the goal in operational terms, that is, 
a specification of a procedure to indicate to what extent the goal has been 
achieved, a procedure which, if followed, will give two different observers 
the same information. Without further elaboration, we may say that the 
analysis of the normative aspects of political science can be put on a par 
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with other aspects of the discipline and will allow the same degree of 
“functional coherence” as, but no more than, the rest of the discipline. 

Fourth, partly because of its concern with the use and abuse of power, 
political science has focused very considerably upon questions of law, 
since law is the vehicle whereby power is formally granted and with- 
held in most Western societies. The interpretation of law, the legal proc- 
ess, embodies a number of techniques—the discovery of intent on the 
part of a legislature or a constituent assembly, the embodiment of cul- 
tural norms into legal form, the interpretation of what the public will 
and will not tolerate, and so forth. But among these processes is a kind 
of formal reasoning involved in searching precedent for the closest analogy 
to a given situation or the differentiation of the instant case from previous 
situations. This is a process of reasoning in which many nonrational ele- 
ments play very significant roles. Because of the high logical content of 
this analogical reasoning, however, it does not fit easily into the types of 
behavioral analysis which have heretofore been employed—any more 
than the study of mathematics is advanced by a study of the psychological 
and sociological conditions of the mathematical decision makers. Although 
one may think of such logical processes as having functional coherence, 
this is a coherence which must be considered apart from other aspects of 
the political process. 

Finally, even when the political scientist does focus upon process, it 
is not a functionally coherent process. He is interested in the represent- 
ative process, the legislative process, the administrative process, and so 
forth. Could these be interpreted as functionally coherent? Only, I think, 
in a strained sense. While it is no doubt true that some rubric such as 
“action theory” or “decision-making process” might cover these diverse 
acts, the full utility of these rubrics has yet to be explored. Political sci- 
ence is, by the nature of its subject matter, interdisciplinary. If psychology 
and sociology each have difficulty achieving functional coherence, po- 
litical science, which must also include elements of history, is certain to 
have even more trouble. For these and other reasons, political science is 
more likely to be organized along the lines of problems as they are pre- 
sented by the society, rather than functions as they are organized by a 
discipline. 

None of these considerations, of course, alters the attractiveness of the 
goal, the grouping of common processes according to a scheme facili- 
tating the development of empirically verifiable laws in the general area 
of politics and government. We may, with a full knowledge of the diffi- 
culties involved, attempt to group the areas of inquiry into a division 
which does minimal damage to historical division of function and achieves 
maximum coherence in terms of the institutions and processes involved. 
Something like the following might be a solution : 
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1. Electoral and public opinion processes 

2. Legislative (policy) processes (including certain functions of party, 
executive, and bureaucracy as well as legislature) 

3. Administrative processes 

4. Judicial and legal processes 

5. International processes 

6. Integrative processes analyzing the above in terms of their inter- 
relationships and combined effects. 


These processes may be studied in many different ways. They may be 
studied comparatively so that the special features of the process in one 
country are highlighted by contrast to similar processes in other countries. 
They may be studied at different levels of government (national, state, 
and local), and the interrelationships among these levels brought into 
focus. They may be studied in isolation from other institutions or as part 
of larger cultural complexes—as is the case with certain area studies. 
They may be studied historically, as has been true in American history 
courses for a long time. Concepts regarding the way in which they ought 
to function may be analyzed separately from the way they do function— 
a study method common to courses in political theory. We shall con- 
centrate on the problems of a functional analysis of the way these six 
processes operate in their separate cultures of the modern period. 

The advantage of functional coherence, as we have said, is in the 
facilitation of hypothesis and theory formation in operational and 
empirically testable forms. Such hypotheses are properly stated as rela- 
tionships between two or more variables, one of which is usually taken to 
be independent and the other dependent. We have further specified 
criterion variables which indicate the attributes of the dependent variables 
we are interested in, If the six processes indicated above were to be 
analyzed in this fashion, what independent, dependent, and criterion 
variables might be selected as most relevant? In no other place has the 
question been put this way, hence the formulation must proceed in a 
highly tentative fashion. Perhaps something like the arrangement on 
pages 590-592 would be useful, or at least suggestive.” 

A sweeping formulation of this nature should be interpreted with 
great care, and its utility should be carefully defined. In the first place, it 
is illustrative, not comprehensive. In addition, the independent variable 
at one level of study is inevitably the dependent variable at the next level 
—lower down,” so to speak—in an endless chain of association. With- 

“The above formulation may be criticized on the grounds that the criterion 
variables imply a series of democratic values. This is true, and hence the scheme 
might not be so useful in the analysis of dictatorships and non-Western politics. 


An alternative and normatively more neutral scheme might employ some variants 
of the “power” or “influence” concept as the criterion variables. 
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Independent variables 


ROBERT E. LANE 
Dependent variables 


Criterion variables 


1. Electoral and public opinion processes 


Electoral laws and institutions Acts and attitudes 
Group memberships of the pub- of members of 
lic and their personal mean- the electorate, 
ings party leaders, 
Cultural, subcultural, and per- and candidates, 
sonal norms and values chiefly votes and 
Exposure to mass media and opinions 
other sources of information 
and indoctrination 
Attachment to symbols and 
ideas which have become ego- 
involved for some segment of 
the population 
Economic and other stakes in 
decisions of government as 
perceived by the public 
Historical events significantly 
related to the above 


2. Legislative (policy) processes 


Representative institutions and 
legal structure 

Constituency, party, bureau- 
cratic, and interest-group 
pressures 


Laws, resolutions, 
appropriations, 
executive policies 
with the force of 
law and other 


Reference-group identifications governmental 
of legislators (party, class, policy formula- 
ethnic) tions 


Values, attitudes, and per- 
sonalities of legislators 

Recruitment processes of 
legislators 

Group dynamic processes in the 
legislature 

Place of legislature in institu- 
tional matrix (separation of 
powers, relation to bureauc- 
racy, etc.) 

Legal (and customary) boun- 
daries of authority 


3. Administrative processes 
Administrative structure and Orders, rules, and 
organization other “products” 
Intraorganizational flow of of the adminis- 
communications, formal, and trative branch 
informal 
Extraorganizational flow of 
communications to and from 


Participation: opportuni- 
ties, rates, channels, 
modes 

Orientation: attitudes on 
parties, issues, candi- 
dates, ideologies 

Leadership: selection, ex- 
pression, distribution 


Patterns of value alloca- 
tion; economic reward, 
legal protection, etc. 

Responsibility measured 
in terms of Jong-run 
congruence between 
public demands and 
legislative action 

Effectiveness in solving 
social problems includ- 
ing both speed and 
adequacy of solution 


Efficiency measured in 
terms of input and 
output 

Morale measured in 
terms of satisfaction of 
participants 

Responsibility measured 
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Independent variables 
the public, interest groups, 


legislature, the executive and 
his staff 
Legal and other authority 


patterns 


Personnel selection 
Resources available and terms 
of their receipt 


4. Judicial and legal processes 


Structure and formal organi- Decisions and 


zation of the judiciary 


Legal authority and compe- 


tence of the judiciary 


Recruitment of judicial 


personnel 


Relation of judiciary to the bar, 


legislature, executive; and 


public values, attitudes, skills, 


and personalities of members 
of the judiciary 


5, International processes 

Acts of diplomacy, 
including making 
treaties, alliances, 


Comparative national size, 


population, productivity, 
military potential 


Cultural themes in each nation 


of war and peace, imperial- 
ism, internationalism, etc. 


Historical events influencing 


current attitudes (encircle- 
ment, entangling alliances, 
ete.) 


Internal political forces finding 


expression in foreign policies 
(ethnic minority pressure, 
diversionary tactics of inse- 
cure regime, etc.) 


International institutions, their 


nature, power, operation 


International communication 
Geographic and strategic fac- 


tors affecting international 
processes 


6. Integrative processes 
Pattern of and 


Relation of each of the five 
interrelationship 


processes and the complex of 


processes to the culture, 
modal personality, the econ- 


Dependent variables 


opinions of the 
court; decisions 
to prosecute by 
government 
attorneys 


and war; ex- 


changes of infor- 
mation, demands, 
goods, promises, 


etc. 


among the five 
processes men- 


Criterion variables 


in terms of long-run 
congruence between 
executive-legislative 
policy and administra- 
tive action 


Substantive allocation of 
values among indi- 
viduals and groups in 
the population 

Congruence of decisions 
with precedent and 
legislative intent 

Autonomy of judicial 
processes in relation to 
electoral and legisla- 
tive processes 


Tension between nations, 
including official and 
popular attitudes 

Balance of power in 
terms of military po- 
tential and alliance 
systems 

Cultural assimilation and 
diffusion arising from 
communication, trade, 
and exchange of 
persons 


Production of satisfac- 
tions in terms of facili- 
tation of the economy, 
advancement of cul- 


592 ROBERT E. LANE 


Independent variables Dependent variables Criterion variables 
omy, other social institu- tioned above tural values, reduction 
tions, historical events of conflict and other 


social disutilities 

Distribution of values in 
the society as affected 
by governmental insti- 
tutions and processes 

Efficiency of govern- 
mental operation in 
terms of coordination 
of purpose and action 
among the several 
branches of government 

Normative judgments on 
the above in terms of 
minority rights, free- 
dom of choice, 
equality, self-expres- 
sion, etc. 


out operational indexes for the terms employed, only a loose manner of 
formulation is possible. And, finally, there has been less effort to achieve 
logical exactitude in this formulation because of the greater value assigned 
toa generalized statement of what political scientists are in fact interested 
in. 

Grouped in this way, however, the field achieves some minimal co- 
herence in three senses. There is a consolidation and focus upon relatively 
fewer dependent variables; the targets for research are made more ex- 
plicit. Second, the institutions and processes of government are brought 
together in a manner which gives a clearer picture of their interrelation- 
ships. Third, and political science badly needs monitoring in this respect, 
analysis of structure is made to serve the needs of process analysis; the 
articulation of an organization, the legal bones of an institution, are 
significant only as they affect the results of organizational and institutional 
processes. But, of course, in spite of these advantages, the actual molecular 
interaction schemes in each of the process categories are extremely 
heterogeneous. We have come but a short way toward functional co- 
herence but, for now, a greater step would involve a loss of view of the 
pas and processes which the discipline has been called upon to 
explain. 


PSYCHOLOGY FOR POLITICAL SCIENTISTS 


Looking across the boundary into a cognate field, one’s perspectives 
are inevitably warped and one’s vision is myopic. The farther reaches of 
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the field seem less promising; only the parts near at hand ofler adequate 
“pasture,” so to speak. So, as the political scientist examines the areas of 
psychology, his attention focuses inevitably on literature such as that 
dealing with leadership, public opinion, authoritarianism, and other 
topics which have the clearest substantive applicability to his own prob- 
lems. Physiological psychology, sensory perception, psychology dealing 
with orders lower than humans on the phylogenetic scale, and child psy- 
chology seem somewhat less fruitful. The enormous literature of these 
fields seems harder to profit from, although future research may well dis- 
cover considerable political relevance in these areas. 

These remarks inevitably raise the question of the place of learning 
theory in the application of psychology to political science. Courses are 
given in “psychological laws and theory for social scientists,” in which the 
“laws” are learning theory laws. This area of psychology claims a uni- 
versality, precision, and deductive quality which should make it broadly 
useful to other disciplines. The kind of behavior which political science 
seeks to explain is learned behavior. But in spite of these factors, learning 
theory is not the favored medium for informing the political scientist of 
the reasons for his respondents’ behavior. This may be partly because of 
the paucity of literature. Aside from works by Dollard, Miller, Skinner, 
Logan et al., Osgood, Kubie, and a few others [133, 44, 163, 120, 139, 
140, 95], little applied literature is available. But allowing for this aspect 
of the problem, it has been the author’s experience that the common, and 
perhaps too facile, criticisms of “rat psychology” have some merit: 

1. The translation of a theory derived from experiments with non- 
verbal animals in satisfying largely physiological needs to verbal animals 
in their more complex (political) response patterns becomes too tenuous. 

2. In the S-O-R paradigm, the desire for purity of inference has led 
to the stripping from the O of those subjective, intrapersonality, or postu- 
lated qualities which give social science its most fruitful (and often 
measurably verifiable) ideas. 

3. It offers small utility in the first step of the research process—the 
isolation of the “best” variable. 

What are the secondary drives, the operating incentives, the precise 
habits in a complex social situation? Learning theory does not help very 
much in answering such questions, and if it is applied without informa- 
tion from other areas of psychology, it will lead to positively wrong 
conclusions. 

What, then, are the areas of psychology which offer the greatest 
contribution to the political scientist? Broadly speaking they are the two 
fields of social psychology and clinical psychology and, we might add, 
the interrelationships of the two. Each of these fields of psychology, of 
course, has its more or less standardized subdivisions, as a glance at any 


594 ROBERT E. LANE 


of the current texts will show. Rather than review these familiar cate- 
gories, however, we shall attempt to outline the divisions of the field 
which appear to give the greatest commutability between psychology and 
political science. We are interested in social behavior and attitude forma- 
tion as this is relevant to the six political processes outlined above. How, 
then, does psychology come to grips with these processes? 


Social Interaction and Influence 


Let us look at the problem first in terms of social interaction and 
influence. This occurs in many different contexts. It is modified by the 
numbers of people involved. The vehicle of influence is significant. The 
degree or level of influence and role of influencer are important and may 
be summarized as matters of leadership. The content of communication 
affects the nature of interactive responses and is a matter of importance 
in predicting their outcome. Psychology offers material and ideas of the 
greatest significance to political scientists in these several problem areas. 
One recent diagram of the interrelationship of these and other elements 
of interaction is presented by Janis, Hovland, et al. (79, p. 4]. 

Contexts. The political scientist is well aware that the context of 
a decision is a most relevant consideration in every political process; in- 
deed, he may be more aware of the context than of the nature of the 
processes taking place therein. The division of psychology into the 
separate study of psychological processes in different situations facilitates 
the borrowing process and tends to minimize errors of application. Thus 
industrial psychology offers to the student of public administration a fund 
of information and theory of particular utility; he will be familiar with 
the Hawthorne studies [127, 146, 147], the work of William Foote Whyte 
[191], Guetzkow [64], Chapple [33], Bavelas [10, 12], and others work- 
ing in this area in their several ways. 

The community or neighborhood context is of prime significance in 
voting and public opinion studies. Whether the psychological principles 
and research come from an anthropologist, a sociologist, or a psychologist 
will be a matter of indifference to the political scientist (as indeed it 
seems to be for others in the social sciences). He will profit from the 
studies of Yankee City, Plainville, a southern town, Jonesville, Akron, 
Decatur, Middletown, Atlanta, New Haven [43, 44, 74, 82, 86, 121, 122, 
186, 187, 189], and so forth, in searching for the dynamics of power or 
the pattern of influence. Such neighborhood studies as those dealing with 
Westgate and Regent Hill have also been fertile in their suggestiveness 
and direct application to political problems (52, 53]. 

The same is true of other contexts. Research on the social movement 
[25, 68, 99, 174], the radio audience [24, 109, 154], and the problem- 
solving group [66] is more transferable if the context of the interactive 
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principles is similar in both the psychological study and the political 
problem to be investigated. 

Numbers of people involved. Psychology has, fortunately, devoted 
attention to psychic phenomena of groups of all sizes. For the political 
scientist, the focus of attention is sometimes partially defined by the size 
of the group; he may become interested in small elite groups when he 
studies political parties and in mass phenomena when he examines the 
electorate. The organization of this latter arca of mass phenomena by 
Roger Brown in the Handbook of Social Psychology may serve as an ex- 
cellent starting point for the student of public order, revolutions and 
social movements, and even audience research [16, pp. 833-876]. Stu- 
dents can borrow freely from the principles elaborated in psychological 
studies of these phenomena. And the same is true of the study of small 
groups which has flourished in the postwar decades. As Katz and 
Lazarsfeld point out, the discovery of the small group by the Mayo, 
Dickson, and Roethlisberger studies in industrial research, by Lloyd 
Warner and associates in community studies, by Stouffer and associates 
in the Army studies, and by their own research in communications has 
highlighted the significance of the face-to-face personal community in 
different phases of social behavior [86, pp. 34-42]. The political scientist 
is not without awareness of the significance of such groups—as the 
studies of various “kitchen cabinets,” revolutionary cabalas, and political 
caucuses will show—but he has no systematic theory. Thus the separate 
treatment of social interaction among groups of different sizes offers 
assistance to the political scientist in a more easily transferable form. 

The vehicle of influence, To take two broad categories, the vehicles 
of influence may be divided into mass media and mass communication 
sources on the one hand and personal influences on the other. The litera- 
ture on mass communication and propaganda is extensive and rich, as 
the bibliography International Communication and Political Opinion 
[164] by Bruce Smith and Chitra Smith shows. The recent work of Hov- 
land, Lazarsfeld, and others further documents the fact. Within this 
category, of course, distinctions may be made regarding the various in- 
fluences of radio, newspapers, magazines, libraries, and, after World 
War II, television. Studies on the relation between exposure to these 
sources and voting behavior by Lazarsfeld and associates, Berelson and 
associates, and Campbell and associates now form an integral part of the 
political science literature [13, 22, 111]. 

Personal influence, for the moment, will be taken to mean face-to-face 
influence of one person on another without benefit of intervening media. 
It has been studied in a number of situations—institutions (81, 136], 
housing projects [52, 53], factories [147], communities [74, 132], street 
corners [190], and in the voting studies mentioned previously. ‘The study 
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of personal influence merges, in one sense, into the small-group studies 
of the induction of opinion and the roles people take in problem-solving 
groups; in another sense, it merges into the study of leadership, of which 
personal influence is a part. The clear relevance of personal influence to 
the decisions not only of voters, but of candidates, legislators, executives, 
administrators, and judges has been insufficiently exploited, but some steps 
have been taken in this direction in the analysis of the administrative and 
the electoral processes. 

Levels of influence (leadership). Dividing political phenomena in 
terms of the relationship between what might be called different “levels” 
of influence and not according to the nature of the source, we move into 
the sphere of leadership proper. Here those phenomena of personal in- 
fluence mentioned above might be grouped with more distant leadership 
relations. Among others, two kinds of distinctions are made in political 
science in this regard: distinctions between elite and mass, and distinc- 
tions between formal and informal leadership. The former refers to dif- 
ferences in any society or community between those who have ascribed 
or achieved status of a given order and who have easy access to official 
or titular leaders and those who do not. In this area, there is little psy- 
chological literature of importance, although there could be. The distinc- 
tion between formal and informal leadership refers to the contrast be- 
tween those occupying offices (roles) which give their possessors formal 
authority and those who have no such offices. Here the psychological and 
sociological literature is rich and informative and, indeed, the distinction 
merges into a host of other fruitful distinctions of types of leadership [8, 
48, 59, 62]. 

Although in general the study of leadership has turned away from 
trait analysis [58], etc., the qualities that are salient in a given situation are 
a significant area of inquiry. They may be significant because they refer 
to the needs which the leader fulfills by his acts, or they may be qualities 
which make his leadership effective. In this latter group, the interpersonal 
skills, the intellectual powers, and the task skills serve as foci of attention 
in some analyses [15]. In other studies, the situation is the major variable; 
in still others, it is the nature of the followers [151]. Whatever the focus, 
it is clear that the problem is significant for such relations as may exist 
between candidates and voters, political bosses and ward heelers, prime 
ministers and back benchers, bureau chiefs and their subordinates—in 
short, across a wide range of political phenomena. 

Content of communication. As is well known, the content of dis- 
cussion or the themes of communication affect responses in significant 
ways. One of the reasons why people are said to avoid politics and religion 
in discussion is the divisive influence of these themes, which is partly a 
function of the high affective content of such topics [150]. On the other 
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hand, it is sometimes said that political knowledge serves as a social 
lubricant in discussion [149]. Obviously content and audience are inter- 
related in complicated patterns. Some of the psychological research on 
different content items of significance to political scientists are ethnic 
prejudices [3, 187], class identifications [32], support for the United 
Nations and internationalist sentiment generally [182], challenges to 
property arrangements [82], and others. 


Some Significant Personal Variables 


We have been examining some selected kinds of interactive situations, 
their participants, and their content. Psychology has much to say on these 
subjects which is of relevance to political science. But psychology has 
equally important material on the nature of the individuals participating 
in these processes. In some ways, of course, this is the reciprocal of the 
earlier material, but since we have by no means limited ourselves to 
logically exclusive categories (nor does the discipline so divide itself), we 
may examine these elements briefly to indicate their relevance, Among 
these relevant personal variables, knowledge, attitudes and opinions, 
ideologies, and the “deeper” personality needs of the individual are 
especially significant. 

Knowledge. One general area of inquiry—suggested by such terms 
as “cognition,” “information theory,” and “theory (sociology?) of knowl- 
edge” —offers to the interdisciplinary specialist, if we may use this title, an 
open sesame to new understanding of political phenomena. Democratic 
theory assumes a given level of information among the electorate and, 
even more important, among the legislators, diplomats, and judges. 
Studies showing the way in which information is contaminated by prefer- 
ence and the uses to which data may be put in the service of a prejudice 
have shaken the foundations of this theory. Political science needs to 
know not only who knows what, but also why knowledge in selected elite 
and mass populations assumes its particular proportions and content at a 
given time. Belief systems serve social and psychic needs for the individual 
which are most easily analyzed in what may be called “psychosocial” 
terms [19, 94, 155]. f 

Attitudes and opinions. Itis probably true that attitude and opinion 
research represents the area of psychological science which first made 
contact with political science along a broad front. After all, opinions are 
the data of primary reference for the analysis of electoral and legislative 
processes, particularly when expressed in some such register as an election 
or a roll call. It is, moreover, no accident that a judicial decision is 
referred to as an “opinion.” Furthermore, many of the earlier attitude 
studies dealt with attitudes having political content—liberalism and con- 
servatism [88, 123], attitudes toward fascism and communism [85], 
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attitudes toward issues of the day [35, 67]. Thus theories of attitude 
formation such as the synthesis offered by Sherif and Cantril [158] and 
the theories of dogmatism and opinionation developed by Rokeach [148] 
have an obvious relevance and application—in this case, not merely by 
analogy or theoretically, but also in their specific content. 

Ideologies. The analysis of combinations of attitudes, information, 
beliefs, and values into what is loosely called an “ideology” is still rela- 
tively unsophisticated in both disciplines—indeed, each asks wholly dif- 
ferent questions in this area. The political scientist wants to know the 
merits of the arrangement of institutions proposed by each ideology. He 
argues the case for democracy, for socialism, for the welfare states, and, 
elsewhere, for communism or monarchy or fascism. He argues in familiar 
terms, employing logic, historical illustration, assumed facts about the 
nature of man, deductions from ethical premises, and so forth. The psy- 
chologist is interested in why the individual has adopted this particular 
ideology and penetrates the merits of the case only in so far as its postu- 
lates about the human mind requires correction. In asking what an 
ideology is, the political scientist wants to know what system of ideas 
logically coheres, given certain premises; the psychologist wants to know 
what items of belief are associated in what ways and for what reasons. 
Both political scientists and psychologists want to know who has accepted 
a particular ideology, but for different reasons. The political scientist 
usually is more interested in the results of a given pattern of acceptance, 
the psychologist in the light a given distribution can shed on the etiology 
of the belief. The differences in interest have produced differences in 
methods, The psychologist can describe the particular acceptance pattern 
of a belief system in a given population with some accuracy [21, 22, 173]. 
He can do this by survey methods, giving absolute and relative distribu- 
tions; he can show the dimensions of acceptance and relative intensities; 
he may say something about which beliefs are “prior” to other beliefs; 
by use of such factorial schemes as those employed by Cattell [31], he 
can give a particular interpretation of ideological patterns with multiple 
dimensions [1, 5, 49, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172]. 

As for the analysis of ideologies or other attitudes in an etiological 
fashion, each discipline has something to contribute. Political science may 
be able to say something about why certain groups of Southerners are 
ethnocentric conservatives or why the Germans did not happily adopt the 
democratic tenets of the Weimar Republic. But the psychologist can say 
something about why Mac, in Lindner’s Fifty-Minute Hour, became a 
Communist walking the Baltimore streets [115], and why the Germans 
found a totalitarian regime so congenial [41, 55, 152]. Each has a claim 
to special skill in interpreting some facet of the origins of political belief 
and, as always, only the combination of these skills will produce that full 
and manifold interpretation which is scientifically most satisfactory. 
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Personality needs. We turn now to the general question of per- 
sonality research and theory and its relation to political science. The 
theoretical relevance is obvious and has long been recognized without 
benefit of the data which psychology now makes available. But the 
specific interpretation of a given event is very difficult. Consider, for ex- 
ample, the problem of interpreting the outcome of the Yalta conference 
in terms which give appropriate scope to the personalities of the three 
great participants. Everyone will recognize that their feelings—hostility, 
dependency, cynicism, paranoic fear, intelligence, sense of reality, and 
even wit and humor—were relevant. But how to appraise their opera- 
tion? Each of the principals was operating within a framework of certain 
national objectives; each had advisers whose influence was intermittent 
but often crucial; each said things for bargaining purposes which should 
be appraised as only partially representing a belief or attitude held at 
the time. And so forth. Under these circumstances, the correct procedure 
is not to abandon the field, but to study the congruence of the psychologi- 
cal factors present with the pattern of choices made in the context of the 
historical, institutional, and social forces active at the time, and to inter- 
pret the findings cautiously. Perhaps such speculation is uncongenial to 
the psychologist, just as it often is to the political scientist, although any- 
one who has read Freud’s interpretation of Leonardo da Vinci and of 
Michaelangelo’s Moses will understand how very absorbing such an ex- 
ercise can be. But, of course, there are psychologists of many persuasions. 

However difficult to appraise, the personality of the judge, the 
legislator, the executive, the voter, or the foreign minister is in almost 
every case an independent variable of significant proportions. What have 
the psychologists to offer along these lines? First, I think, is a point of 
view. This is best expressed by the opening sentence of the Smith, Bruner, 
and White study, Opinions and Personality: “Of what use to a man are 
his opinions?” [165, p. 1]. Once the question is put in this fashion, the 
individual’s psychic needs served by his beliefs, attitudes, and decisions 
inevitably come into view—although by themselves they do not by any 
means provide a full answer to the question. How does the adoption of a 
fascist ideology by some Middle Western American help him to solve his 
intrapsychic problems? Legislators with similar constituencies, faced with 
the same evidence, decide differently. What needs are served by the 
conformist? By the rebel? ‘These questions urgently need further research. 
Personality theory has paid too little attention to the way that a given 
role or institutional setting will evoke latent attributes and structure 
response patterns among persons of different personality qualities. j 

The second element of personality research which political science 
can find useful is the isolation of variables or personal qualities which 
are psychologically viable. The language of the political scientist 1s the 
language of the layman in this respect; he has tended to focus upon 
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moralistic terms such as “integrity,” “idealism,” “strength of character,” 
23 e 


or terms thought to be qualities of leaders, such as “decisiveness,” “cour- 
age,” “independence.” There has been a focus upon qualities which, in 
spite of the slightly bad repute of the term, one might call “traits.” They 
have emerged from clinical experience (dependency, autism, split libido) 
and from projective and questionnaire techniques in testing situations 
(anti-intraception, which a clinician might call “resistance,” instrumen- 
talism, anomie) and they have given the political scientist interested in 
the qualities of his actors something to work with. In the development of 
concepts of authoritarianism in particular, the political scientist has found 
scope for new interpretation of old phenomena [36, pp. 123-196]. 

Along with borrowing views on what the salient features of person- 
ality are, political scientists have borrowed psychodynamic concepts 
which give a clue to the way the mind may deal with political or other 
material. One of the first—and still one of the best—formulations of 
political belief is expressed in Lasswell’s formula p}d}r = P, stating that 
private motives displaced onto public objects and rationalized into some 
political belief system constitute “political man” [105, p. 75]. An under- 
standing of the processes of repression, sublimation, reaction formation, 
identification, generalization, and so forth, is essential to a comprehension 
of the working out of this formula. The formula, however, is only a 
partial statement of the dynamics of political belief, and the more com- 
prehensive scheme of Smith, Bruner, and White gives a closer approxi- 
mation of reality. One of the most useful concepts involved in such 
analysis, incidentally, lies in conflict theory, where the “closeness of op- 
posites” finds a legitimate rationale. For example, Fillmore Sanford has 
found that authoritarians tend either to reject or wholeheartedly to accept 
a domineering figure, while nonauthoritarians, free of authority tension, 
treat the problem of his domineering manner with calm detachment, 
thus showing how the theory of the closeness of opposites explains ap- 
parently irrational authoritarian behavior [151]. 

A working knowledge of adult psychic processes, traits, syndromes, 
and types might be adequate for most political analysis, but there are 
occasions when it is necessary to go further. In the discussion of ideology 
above, we noted that the psychologist and psychiatrist can help to ex- 
plain why some single individual such as Lindner’s Mac becomes a 
Communist or Adorno’s Mack becomes an authoritarian. In order to do 
this, of course, more than an understanding of the mechanisms of the 
adult mind is necessary; it is also necessary to know such bodies of gen- 
etic theory as are included in Fenichel’s The Psychoanalytic Theory of 
Neuroses [50].” In such an instance, the wide panoply of psychiatric 
theory is called upon, for the analyst of the origins of political belief is 

* This work has a bibliography of 1,646 items. 
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required to know something about why childhood experiences create the 
qualities in people which later produce politically significant choices. 
In the case studies of Almond, Gilbert, Lasswell, Lindner [5, 60, 105, 
115] and others, the genesis of the predispositions which were receptive 
to deviant beliefs can only be fully appreciated with a working knowledge 
of psychoanalytical theory. It is essential to be conversant with Oedipal 
theory, the theory of libidinal development, the roles of id, ego, and 
superego at various points in this development, for example, either in 
their pristine Freudian form, as modified by Fromm and Horney, or as 
interpreted through the anxiety theory of Sullivan as it departs from the 
basic Freudian doctrines (55, 56, 57, 70, 71, 176, 177). 

In order to avoid misunderstanding, it is best to point to the limited 
applicability of this part of personality theory in understanding the 
decision-making process. To understand the judicial process, we do not 
need to know the resolution of the Oedipal situation by the judges. We 
need not interpret most voting decisions in terms of father cathexis 
(cf. 20, pp. 262-280, 399-436]. Only when we are dealing with central, 
salient, and “deep” features of a person’s political orientation is it useful 
to enter these further reaches of personality theory and borrow from theo- 
retical hypotheses which, it must be confessed, are still somewhat 
speculative. 

We turn now from a focus on individual psychology, where problems 
imply questions about the personality of specific persons, to areas where 
questions relate to the psychic qualities of groups, subcultures (such as 
classes and ethnic groups), and entire populations. Here is a vast new 
area of special relevance to political science which has been somewhat 
unevenly explored. This is the area of national-character analysis. Handi- 
capped by earlier unscientific formulations, a sequence of authors, in- 
cluding Wilhelm Reich (at least in his earlier work), Fromm, Dicks, 
Adorno and associates, and more particularly Kardiner and Inkeles and 
Levinson, has recently contributed a wealth of theories and data for the 
inquiring political scientists [1, 41, 42, 55, 76, pp- 977-1020; 83, 84, 
143]. Indeed, seldom have psychological theories found their way into the 
body of political science as quickly as these national-character studies 
have done. Nor is the reason far to seek. The unit of analysis for much 
of political science is the nation as embodied in studies on the relation 
between nations, the governmental structure of the nation, the ideologies 
prevalent in the nation, national political responses to crisis situations, 
and others. In this sense it is a holistic science. Theories of national char- 
acter fit easily into such a comprehensive analytical scheme and offer 
insights into events which previously were quite mysterious. (It is not 
suggested that all mysteries have now been resolved, by a very wide 
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The possibilities and the limitations of using national-character con- 
cepts as tools in explaining political phenomena may be illustrated by a 
glance at some of the work done on the rise of the Nazi regime in Ger- 
many. A political scientist can find excellent historical reasons for the rise 
of Nazism. Among them would be lack of experience with democratic 
processes, the unpopular sponsorship of the Weimar Constitution, the 
loophole afforded by Article 48 (providing for emergency powers) in 
that constitution, the challenge from the Left, the destruction of familiar 
and orderly status lines, the ideological heritage of imperialist thought 
and the glorification of the military, the late unification of Germany, 
the fright of propertied interests, the destruction of part of the middle 
class through inflation, the heritage of anti-Semitism, and so forth. But 
the persistence of these institutional arrangements and preferences and 
the ideological content of popular attitudes and belief patterns are not 
self-explanatory. In any event, why the growth and final selection of 
Nazism by such a substantial portion of the public, when other possibili- 
ties might have offered equal relief? Underlying institutions and beliefs 
and influencing the content of Nazism were personality factors which 
contribute to an explanation of this particular historical event. The con- 
cept of Einklang between ideology and personality, first brought out by 
Fromm and developed by Dicks, has great utility to the political scien- 
tists [41, 55]. And in studying the relationship between nations, and even 
warlike attributes of nations, the study of the modal distributions of 
personality may be important. 

As in the study of individual ideological choices, some scholars have 
Sought to go beyond the present configuration of character traits and 
assault the problem of the genesis of these traits. Here, of course, the 
work of Kardiner and his anthropological associates Linton, DuBois, and 
West, together with the fine summary by Child of recent studies on the 
socializing process are most significant [34, pp. 655-692; 83, 84]. Taking 
seriously the aphorism “The hand that rocks the cradle rules the world,” 
such studies seek to link the culturally prevalent means of socializing the 
child with the modal personalities of adults in their respective cultures. 
These, in turn, become the bases of belief systems which support par- 
ticular institutional arrangements. 

Here again, a caveat is in order. Those who seck to make a direct link 
between a given basic personality type and given formal institutional 
arrangement transcend the implications of the theory and violate the 
data. It is certainly possible that nations whose citizens tend to rank high 
on the authoritarian personality scale may have democratic institutions, 
while those whose citizens tend to rank low may have hierarchical institu- 
tions with a minimum of shared power. There is some suggestion in com- 
parative studies not yet made public that Belgians rank high in authori- 
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tarianism along with Germans, but Belgium has representative institu- 
tions which have endured for generations. It is at least possible that an 
even balance between conflicting ethnic groups within a country will 
make for a distribution of power which is best arranged to the satisfaction 
of the public by some parliamentary system where each group can veto 
the acts of the other. A dictatorship would not serve this need. Yet, with 
this caveat in mind, within the interstices of the formal arrangements, so 
to speak, one may still find the expression of modal personality character- 
istics; a dictatorship may operate in an equalitarian style, and representa- 
tive government may behave in an authoritarian way. As with the study 
of personality itself, the clues for the operational principles of a govern- 
mental system may be subtle and hard to ferret out, Probably because of 
some doubts about the national-character hypotheses and a desire to get 
closer to the immediate causes of political behavior, research will now turn 
increasingly to belief systems, cultural values, and anthropological concepts. 

In this brief overview, we have spoken of the areas of psychology 
which have marked or partially exploited relevance for the problems of 
political science. We have first noted that psychology offers specialized 
studies in different contexts, thus making their application to political 
problems more visible, We have noted the utility in dividing the inter- 
action process according to the number of participants. Then, in exam- 
ining the kinds of stimuli to which persons respond in political situations, 
we have referred to the applicability of research in mass communica- 
tions and in more intimate personal influences. The area of leadership 
studies—small perhaps in social psychology, but significant for political 
science—is a central area for further investigation, The analysis of dif- 
ferent themes and contents offers the political scientist data of immediate 
utility, The nature of knowledge, opinions, and ideologies—all subjects 
of psychological research—is relevant to many political problems, We 
have suggested that by looking at the areas of psychology which might 
be included under the heading “personality,” political scientists have 
found informative material for their studies of the six political processes 
noted earlier, Finally, the implications of national-character research 
for larger-scale, macroscopic investigation have been indicated. Now 
we turn to the more difficult task of attempting some theoretical formula- 
tions which will serve to bring the substantive findings of these areas into 
focus on political science problems. 


A FRAMEWORK FOR PSYCHOPOLITICAL STUDY 


With some analysis of the relevant elements of the two ficlds behind 
us, we are in a position to consider the possibility of systematic laws and 
theories covering the area where the two fields converge. A thorough 


of the relevant psychological hypotheses deriving from theory and ex» 
mental work, ‘These hypotheses should be annotated to show the dif- 
in measuring instruments and in terminology, synthesized into 
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What of framework? One might employ a Freudian model; the 


produced certain response patterns, This is unsuitable, however, in 
à situation where the elements of the environment are often the most im- 


referring, among other things, to group and group survival, 
but they are too limited for the broad here at stake 1160, 161), 
Snyder and his amociates suggest a fruitful model for decision theory; be 
emphasizes the nature of the decision and the proces by which it is to be 
made, who is to make it in terms of the properties of the decision makers 
and their social roles, and where (at what level of society, in what con- 
text) the decision is to be made (166), Tolman employs a model which is 
comprehensive and penetrating and which synthesizes in a coherent pat- 
tern elements of learning theory, Freudian psychology, and Lewinian pay- 

ol two might serve our purposes, bot 
we prefer to the model and to focus upon three elements: the 
dechion, the makers, and the environment, In doing this we are 
erecting a simple $-O-R paradigm; the decision is the response (R), the 
dechion makers are the organisms (O), and the environment is the stim- 
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members of the legislative appropriations committee are crucial; and in 
the international process, the decisions of the electors are a most signifi- 
cant matter. Of course, this is true but, since all the world is interrelated, 
it is best to take it segmentally for analytical purposes. In doing so, we 
may treat one man’s decision as another man’s stimulus. That is the way 
we proceed in this case. 

We are interested in the qualities of each such decision maker which 
will provide internal stimuli for action or which will screen the stimuli 
of the outside and institutional world in such a way as to affect the de- 
cision. We are, therefore, interested in their attitudes, information, values, 
skills, and personalities with particular reference to psychic needs. We 
are interested in the recruitment processes for these offices and the effects 
of these offices on the individual because of the possibilities of systemati- 
cally skewed distributions of attitudes and skills. Thus the hypothesis that 
men seck office in public life because they are attracted to positions of 
power which serve to compensate them for their own low estimates of 
themselves is a crucial one [102, p. 39]. Another hypothesis dealing with 
the training and self-selection of administrators in such a way as system- 
atically to incapacitate them for broad policy decisions is an equally im- 
portant idea for investigation [130]. Lane finds that people who, in a 
specified sense, can be described as “strong,” “happy,” and “moral” are 
more likely than others to participate in political life [98, pp. 147-162]. 

This latter idea of Merton’s suggests a particular facet of study, the 
analysis of the O as a dependent variable over time, with the influences 
of the office as the several independent variables. Certain hypotheses are 
currently “in the air,” so to speak. It is thought that judges change their 
values in a conservative direction as a result of their tenure of office on the 
bench; it is believed that parochial politicians become more “statesman- 
like” after several terms in Washington. But the dimensions, scope, and 
even direction of these attitude changes remain for investigation. 

Perhaps the skills of the decision makers is one area which has been 
more readily appreciated by the public and political scientists than any 
other, The skills of the candidate for judicial position may be considered 
formally to be legal skills, and informally to be “political” or interpersonal 
skills bringing him to a position of high visibility and influence. The skills of 
the civil servant are likely to be examined in some detail at the threshold 
of his career through tests which have much in common with the testing 
done by psychologists in other areas. For the foreign service, certain 
language-aptitude tests have been employed as screening devices. 

Qualities of personality which may be considered useful or requisite 
for different kinds of office have occasionally been examined and more 
frequently discussed. For elective office, the lore informs us of certain 
allegedly necessary qualities such as extraversion, energy, strong person- 
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ality (suitable for father imagery), but little is actually known. Perhaps 
such findings as Fillmore Sanford’s discovery that both equalitarians and 
authoritarians are more likely to select leaders for face-to-face relation- 
ships from persons who rated low on authoritarianism [151] will find a 
place in political history. The skills and personalities of those who become 
decision makers through elective office should be more nearly specified in 
further research along these lines, However that may be, the qualities of 
the O persons (decision makers), the selective processes which give bias 
to the distribution of these qualities, and the influence of their training 
and experience in office upon these qualities will serve as the substance 
of the hypotheses to be made in this area. Further research on the in- 
fluence of location in the structure of a group (particularly location at 
communication centers) and upon leadership selection and certification 
(legitimation) will prove helpful in this area of study [86, pp. 100-115]. 
A start has been made in the elite studies of the Radir project at Stanford 
[113]. 


The Decisions 


We have the decisions designated as the R in the paradigm. These 
decisions might be analyzed in a number of ways,’ but we have limited 
ourselves here to two: a classification which remains close to the sub- 
stantive or topical content of the decisions, and a classification which ab- 
stracts certain dimensions common to decisions on a wide variety of topics. 
With respect to each of these classes of decisions, the questions we ask are 
these: What psychological dimensions are most likely to affect decisions of 
this class? How do they affect them? 

The following categories of decision contents, close to common modes 
of perception, may serve as a starting point: 


Decisions affecting the security of the entire nation vis-A-vis other nations 

(expenditures for armaments, declaration of war) 

Decisions allocating scarce resources to one group within the nation 

(public housing, tidal oil lands) 

Decisions regulating the activities of some group within the nation 

(Sherman act, Taft-Hartley act) 

Decisions on personnel selection with implied reference-group identi- 
fications: regional, ethnic, class, party (elections, appointment of 
Cabinet officer [46, 106, 166]) 
Decisions affecting culturally sanctioned traditional beliefs (use of the 
flag, “desegregation,” national honor) 

’ There is a growing literature on decision making [46, 106, 166) which may 
soon occupy a place in the literature comparable to that of attitudes and opinions 
at the present time. For the most part, however, we shall refer to the more general 
theory of response. 
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Procedural decisions (administrative reorganization, speeding up the 
judicial calendar) 


The nature of the decision to be made is a significant datum for 
the psychologist for several reasons. In the first place, certain kinds of 
decisions seem to have a close relation to certain specific attitudinal com- 
plexes; they seem to call forth specific qualities of an affected person’s 
personality. Illustrative of this operation is the relationship between 
World Politics and Personal Insecurity discussed by Lasswell [104]. Also, 
as the California authoritarian-personality study makes clear, reference 
to foreign affairs tends to evoke in-group out-group dichotomies among 
people of an ethnocentric orientation. Following this latter theme, one 
might suppose that a President or senator with ethnocentric sentiments 
would hesitate to trust allies, seek to concentrate resources under the control 
of his own nation, place the worst interpretation on the motives of foreign 
diplomats, regard the acts of foreign nations in different perspectives ac- 
cording to whether or not the acts were performed by Western nations, 
and in other ways reveal his ethnocentrism in an important degree. This 
area of decision making, then, might tap qualities in a decision maker which 
would be irrelevant in other areas. And the theory of ethnocentrism, 
prejudice, and authoritarianism would help to explain decisions in this 
area, regardless of whether the decision maker was a judge looking at the 
constitutionality of marital law in Hawaii during the war, or an admin- 
istrator making a report on aid to underdeveloped countries, or the Sec- 
retary of State negotiating a treaty. 

Although the above classification, since it is so close to the descriptive 
level, yields relatively little theory of a broad generalizability, nevertheless 
one can find in the literature some suggested relationships between psy- 
chological variables and these classes of decisions. For example, on mat- 
ters of foreign policy and personality, some illustrative hypotheses sup- 
ported—though, of course, not validated—by research evidence may be 
stated as follows: 


The greater the degree of basic psychosexual conflict a person has, the 
less will he generalize his everyday pattern of aggressive behavior to 
foreign policy questions (35, p. 231]. 

The less a person is willing to examine his own motives and character 
(anti-intraceptive,) the more likely he is to view the world as made 
up of in-groups and out-groups [1]. 

The more personally insecure a person is, the more he is likely to use 
foreign policy material in a projective and unrealistic manner [104]. 

Decisions allocating scarce resources have not been so clearly linked to 


personality or attitudinal traits; the economic interests are more visible 
in many of these decisions, and, as is often the case, they tend to smother 
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other attitudinal or motivational variables. Nevertheless it would be 
interesting if the fact that the anxious man is more future-oriented than 
others had a bearing on the conservation issue and on receptiveness to 
appeals for preserving resources for the future. Regulatory activities offer 
scope for punitiveness, Is it the case that men with similar economic 
situations respond to issues of regulation according to their extrapunitive, 
intrapunitive, or impunitive dispositions? Work along these lines has 
proved fruitful in examining the psychological foundations of foreign 
policy attitudes; it might also be helpful here [35]. 

Personnel decisions involve, among other things, the self-selection of 
the men themselves. A recent study in New Haven suggests that poli- 
ticians who run for office are substantially different from those who are 
appointed to office: the electoral candidates have a uniform pattern of 
high need achievement, high need for power, and low need for affiliation. 
The appointed politicians (ward chairmen, city officers) did not follow 
this pattern [17]. But, here, of course, the main focus is upon the deci- 
sions of those doing the selecting. 

Decisions on the selection of personnel are, to a very large extent, 
decisions with a reference-group basis. At the electoral level, party identi- 
fication and ethnic identification play enormously significant parts in the 
decision-making process. At the level of presidential appointment, party 
preference is, of course, often a preliminary screening question—followed 
by considerations of regional representation, ethnicity, and other matters 
of public importance. Often equally important, though a matter of 
private consideration only, if possible, are more intimate associations such 
as “old-school-tie” connections (Sumner Welles and F.D.R.), Battery 
D (General Vaughn and Truman), or neighborhood friends (Morgen- 
thau and F.D.R.). The study of the salient reference groups in a voting 
situation has taught us of the overwhelming importance of party identi- 
fication, even where the party is a distinct minority [134, 2], and of in- 
tensity of ethnic group attachment in party preference [13, pp. 64-76]. 
The study of reference-group identifications among appointing officers of 
the government might contribute to a better understanding of the 
appointment process. 

Decisions affecting cultural norms and culturally approved symbols 
elicit the above attitudes in varying degrees, but also seem to open up 
challenges to feelings about conventional behavior, tradition, and the 
usual order of things. Conventionalism is a feature of the authoritarian 
syndrome and, indeed, it has been shown that ethnocentrics become 
anxious when, in the process of attacking the minority out-group, tradi- 
tional symbols are also attacked [14]. Such conventionalism is, of course, 
a kind of noneconomic conservatism and probably the best measure of 
noneconomic conservatism of this kind is McClosky’s conservatism scale. 
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McClosky finds that, compared to others, “the extreme conservatives are 
easily the most hostile and suspicious, the most rigid and compulsive, the 
quickest to condemn others for their imperfections or weaknesses, the 
most intolerant, the most easily moved to scorn and disappointment in 
others, the most inflexible and unyielding in their perceptions and judg- 
ments” [123, p. 37]. In the same way procedural decisions open certain 
issues dealing with order, authority, and stability to which some are 
especially sensitive [160]. 

We have sought to show that certain types of decisions evoke attitudi- 
nal dimensions which are, so to speak, peculiarly their own: they have a 
psychological domain where they have a special home. The point is not 
that all attitudes are topic-bound, but rather that some issues come to 
people’s attention in such a way as to evoke one underlying structure 
rather than another. Yet the classification used, close as it is to the way 
the political world structures our thinking, may not be the best one for 
this purpose. Consider five other possibilities: 

1. One of the most usual situations in politics is characterized by the 
conflict between diffuse, distant, less visible, benefits to a large number of 
‘unorganized people, and a concentrated, immediate, highly visible, bene- 
fit to a smaller and well-organized group. We call this, rather loosely, a 
conflict between the public interest and a special interest. Although 
special interests clothe themselves with “public interest,” and the merits 
of the case are often obscure, the decisions characterized by this situation 
(patients versus doctors, passengers versus railroads, future consumers 
versus lumber interests) are often easy to recognize. 

2. Berelson and associates have drawn our attention to the distinction 
between issues which engage noneconomic values, such as ethnic loyalties, 
moral sentiments, personality appeals of candidates, or concepts of duty 
on the one hand, and the issues which enlist a person’s economic interests 
on the other. The first, they call “style” issues, the second, they term 
“position” issues. Individual (idiosyncratic) motivational and attitudinal 
qualities are usually more influential in determining a person’s views on 
style issues than they are on position issues [13, pp. 184-85]. 

3. Decisions on some issues are divisive; others reinforce the national 
consensus. Some decision makers stress the national unity, the high moral 
purpose of the nation, the approved norms of tolerance, honesty, indi- 
vidual effort; others tackle the allocation of income and power between 
labor and management, between retired and working groups, between 
farmers and urban consumers. Among the most divisive of issues is the 
“style” issue: desegregation. Is it the constituencies alone which frame a 
man’s disposition on these matters, or do the personal attitudes toward 
conflict, “giving offense,” and punishing enemies lead some to select 
divisive issues rather than consensual ones? 
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4. Most decisions favor one of several competing groups; most groups 
differ with respect to income, status, power. Thus, again and again a 
decision maker is tested on some aspect of equalitarian-inequalitarian 
attitudes. Authoritarianism is related to this dimension, but so are many 
other attitudes, needs, and motives. 

5. Government is a policing operation. Decisions affecting the de- 
gree of discretion to be vested in individuals, as contrasted to the degree 
of control and limitation desirable for optimal behavior, are common, 
as in civil liberties and censorship matters, control of drugs and liquor, 
restriction on economic behavior, and so forth. Often these represent 
choices between market or private restrictions on the one hand, and 
authoritative governmental controls on the other. Whether or not there 
is a common theme or several differentiated themes in this tangle, many 
decisions pose some aspect of this question of freedom versus control. 

Here, then, are five ways of classifying decisions irrespective of their 
political or topical import. In teasing from the topics these more abstract 
qualities, we have sought to prepare them for theoretical formulations of 
a more comprehensive nature. What we have lost in our power to answer 
certain questions of immediate political relevance, we have gained in 
our capacity to frame answers to questions dealing with the politics of 
other times and places. For the very reason that they are less topic-bound, 
they are more likely to show persistent relationships to the kinds of psy- 
chological variables which have been in the literature: extrapunitiveness, 
dogmatism, anti-intraceptiveness, and other aspects of the authoritarian- 
ism syndrome, the several need complexes outlined in McClelland’s work, 
low self-esteem, and many others. 

Moreover, they are more likely to reveal enduring relations to histori- 
cal or environmental situations, For example, situations favoring the 
public interest as opposed to special interests might include places of ex- 
panding community income or a sense of solidarity engendered by out- 
side threats, Situations favoring position issues, as contrasted to style 
issues, might include places where there was an educational system in- 
fluenced by Lucy Sprague Mitchell’s emphasis on “here and now,” or the 
absence of a political tradition of personalism. An equalitarian-policy 
tendency might rest in part on the triumph of philosophies focused on 
this world or places where there was a widely held land tenure during 
the period of the great struggles for the extended franchise. 


Institutional Environment (Sie) 

It may be considered straining at the usages of ordinary English to 
refer to the laws and rules and customs of an institution or an office as 
stimuli. Are they not better grouped together under some such heading 
as “formal and informal regulations,” “grants and limitations of power, 
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“roles and conventions,” and so forth? This is the case for a more refined 
analysis, but here we need some term to cover the external cues which 
prompt decisions of different kinds, and “stimuli” may appropriately 
serve this function. We focus first upon those cues connected with the 
offices of the decision makers. 

It is here that the phenomena of law have their most obvious and 
immediate application. The law does three things. In the first place, it 
establishes the skeletal framework of the basic institutions—legislative, 
electoral, judicial, executive, administrative. The organic law defines the 
structure of government in terms of such principles as bicameralism, 
federalism, and separation of powers; statute law establishes the various 
administrative agencies to carry out the purposes of government. In the 
second place, the law grants powers to the various institutions and im- 
poses limitations upon them. In the third place, the law orders proce- 
dures to be followed in decision making at the governmental level. At the 
electoral level, of course, the decision-making procedures are, for the 
voter, without much legal circumscription. 

A decision made within this context of law is, one might say, part 
prescribed and part “free.” Because political scientists have focused in 
the past upon that part which is prescribed, a wealth of excellent litera- 
ture has developed on the powers of Congress, the powers of the execu- 
tive, the required procedures of administrative agencies, the inevitable- 
ness, or at least the narrow range of choice, of a judicial opinion. Often, 
indeed, the limits on the possibility of choice are fully as important as 
the particular choice made within that range. But now attention is turn- 
ing to the choice processes themselves, not to the limiting conditions of 
the choice, This took the form first of an examination of the “pressures” 
on congressmen, the executive, administrative agencies, and, to a lesser 
extent, upon the judiciary, but has recently broadened to include a 
variety of other factors. Therefore, in an examination of decision making 
within an institutional framework, the question now becomes: How does 
the law operate as a stimulus for a given kind of response? 

The first point to note is the obvious one that it is not the law but 
the perception of the law which guides men’s choices. Perception, as we 
know from the work of Sherif, Bruner, Asch, and others, is influenced 
by internalized values, conformity needs, considerations of status, wish- 
fulfillment mechanisms, and so forth [7, 18, 157]. Thus at the outset the 
problems of defining the “powers of Congress” or the attribution of con- 
cepts of “dual federalism” to the framers of the Constitution become 
freighted with psychological meaning. Perhaps it would be not too far 
off the mark to consider the reinterpretation of the intent of the framers 
of the Constitution in conformity with the needs and ideologies of each 
unfolding era as a kind of socialized projection. 
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In the second place, the uses and abuses of the law, however defined, 
are illustrative of a range of attitudes concerning its place within the 
manifold stimuli bearing upon an office. President Theodore Roosevelt 
is said to have made a distinction between his conception of the powers of 
the presidency and Buchanan’s conception along the following lines. 
Whereas Buchanan sought to find reasons for inaction in the formal 
powers of his office, Roosevelt sought to find support for whatever, on 
other grounds, he wanted to do [141]. One man will, according to his 
temperament, seek to use the law as a vehicle for change, another will 
seek to employ it to prevent change. Neustadt has recently shown how 
attitudes toward the use of power affected the performance in office of 
three other Presidents: F. D. Roosevelt, Truman, and Eisenhower [137]. 
The range of attitudes and values, then, which are tapped by the legal 
stimuli are significant variables in every decision, as the biographies of 
great political leaders make only too clear. 

The concept of “office” has meanings quite apart from, and fully as 
important as, the legal definition of official powers and limitations. Al- 
though the literature on the nature of an “office” is meager, by extension 
the idea may come under the concept of “role,” on which there is con- 
siderable material [116, pp. 113-131; 117, pp. 77-82]. Of the several 
definitions of “role,” we shall here employ the idea as a complex of ex- 
pectations associated with a given position in a social structure [91, pp: 
42-43]. These expectations may differ among relevant populations. For 
example, workers expect from their foremen behavior very different from 
the behavior expected by managers. Furthermore, these expectations may 
differ for the occupant of the role-oflice and the persons affected by it, in 
which case, of course, conflicts are certain to arise. 

Among the classic choices of role interpretation, the choice required 
of the legislator is an important one. Henry Clay is able to say of his 
interpretation of the position [37, p. 135]: 


I hold to the doctrine [of instruction] as it stood in 1789; that, in general, 
on questions of expediency, the representative should conform to his instruc- 
tions, and so gratify the wishes, and obey the will, of his constituents, though 
on questions of constitutionality his course might be different. 


On the other hand, Edmund Burke, in his speech to the electors of 
Bristol, explicitly denied such a view and claimed that his role was not 
to act as his constituents demanded from time to time but rather to 
employ his independent judgment on their behalf. Perhaps it is true, too, 
that electors themselves divide upon their concept of the role of their 
representatives and hence, as voters, have different interpretations of 
their own office. Although the concept of role has been carried further 
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by sociologists and anthropologists than by psychologists, further treat- 
ment by psychologists would make their work of greater service to politi- 
cal science in this crucial regard. A relatively simple piece of research on 
state legislators’ concepts of gubernatorial responsibility and expectations 
of probable action under specified conditions compared to governors’ 
expectations and concepts under the same conditions would be a very 
significant piece of information on role interpretation in a significant 
area. Current studies of legislative-role interpretations contribute to this 
end [8, 48]. 

A third facet of the institutional stimuli bearing upon a decision 
maker, after the interpretations of law and the office role, would be the 
patterns of personal interaction within the organization. These are, of 
course, not defined by law, although it would be a mistake not to pay 
due regard to the influence of formal organization as established by law 
upon these more fluid intimate patterns. As the Sherifs have shown, the 
formal organization of teams so structures interaction that friendships 
are made and broken on the basis of formal organization [159, chaps. 9, 
10]. Even more spatial arrangement, as the Festinger, Schacter, and 
Back housing development study reveals, can be determinative in this 
respect [53]. 

Among the relevant problems for investigation in this area of personal 
interaction and intrainstitutional pressures would be the following: What 
is the effect of being a member of a collegiate body upon (1) a legislator, 
(2) a judge, (3) a member of a cabinet—presidential or parliamentary, 
(4) a delegate to the United Nations? In theory, one would expect many 
of the principles of group dynamics to apply in this area. The salience of 
the organization for the individual, his other group memberships, his 
strategic position in the organization, the esprit de corps or morale of the 
organization, the nature and intensity of factionalism in the organization, 
his sociometric position in the organization, the degree to which he 
derives his authority from the organization contrasted to the degree to 
which he derives his authority from outside the organization (professional 
membership, constituent approval, intimacy in an authoritative elite 
group), and so forth, will all contribute to the influence of “collegiality” 
in decision-making processes [29, 66, 175]. 

Hierarchical relationships or gradations of formal authority and 
status, a fourth category of intrainstitutional stimuli, partake of the three 
kinds of problems discussed—legal powers and limits, office and role 
definitions, and informal interpersonal relationships—and are probably 
best understood in this context. These relationships imply formal and 
informal authority, the nature of the authority depending upon (1) the 
formal powers, (2) the attitudes, skills, and values of the officeholder with 
the power, (3) the attitudes of the subordinates, and (4) the situation 
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at any given moment in time [162]. Speakers of the House of Representa- 
tives have varying degrees of influence over the House as these factors 
vary; the difference between the influence of the “boss” of one city and 
the “boss” of another is a measurement of the variance in these factors, 
and so forth. In this context, the analysis and theory of leadership is a 
most significant area of applied psychology. When, as Redl suggests, a 
leader emerges to reinforce men’s id-related antisocial tendencies and be- 
comes a “seducer,” political decisions of one character emerge; when the 
leader, or central figure, occupies the position of patriarch, another quite 
different pattern will be followed [142]. Inaccessible as these factors may 
be for controlled and objective research, they must be considered and 
given weight in the analysis of decision making at every level. 


Social Environment (Sse) 


Moving now to a wider circle of events and pressures, we turn to the 
world outside the institutional framework. In some ways the widest cur- 
rently useful frameworks for studying the confluence of social and psy- 
chological forces upon political acts are those deriving from Marx and 
Weber. Thus Lipset studies the social requisites of a democratic system 
with the aid of United Nations data [118]; W. Kornhauser develops a 
theory of the relationship between “accessible” elites and “available” 
masses to explain the circumstances of a stable and democratic polity 
[93]. These empirical theories embrace variables of the largest order 
offering an interpretation of the system within which the processes about 
to be discussed take place. Perhaps, too, one should mention the system- 
wide circumstances conditioning the intellectual framework of the deci- 
sion makers, circumstances studied in the sociology of knowledge [125]. 
Here, however, we limit ourselves to asking more limited questions: How 
do extrainstitutional stimuli impinge upon the decider to affect his re- 
sponses? How may the stimuli best be grouped to order the events in a 
meaningful way? To such problems as these we may now address our- 
selves. 

In a penetrating article on the foundations of organizational analysis, 
Selznick draws attention to the point that the organization does not 
envelop the whole person, but only that part of him which is occupied 
in fulfilling his organizational role [156]. Yet the person is nevertheless a 
whole person and the nonorganizational role aspects of his life will in- 
evitably affect and modify his role behavior. Therefore the nonorganiza- 
tional life of a decision maker is a relevant point of inquiry. Here we 
find the phenomena of cliques, friendship groups, kin and family groups, 
associational memberships, and categoric group memberships, in so far 
as they are salient and serve as reference groups. In two somewhat 
broader inquiries, Lane and Lipset et al. analyze how religious—of one 
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sort or another—economic, communication, and political institutions 
affect popular decisions to participate in political life [98, 119]. 

Now psychology has much to say along these lines, as do sociology 
and political science, too. The influence of interaction patterns outside of 
any given institution may be studied as they affect workers’ morale or 
administrative behavior or the political influence of a boys’ club worker 
upon a member of the city council, or the power elite of a metropolitan 
community [74; 147; 178; 190, pp. 247-252]. A very considerable body 
of information shows the effect of homogeneity and heterogeneity of 
friendship groups upon the voter [13, 111], and presumably the influence 
of this factor upon the legislator, judge, and bureaucrat would not be 
insignificant. It is a common assumption, for example, that the diplomat 
to an Asian country who confines his circle of acquaintances to the 
foreign-colony country-club set will jeopardize not only his standing in 
the country but also the accuracy of his perspectives and the utility of his 
advice. The same thing might be said of the Secretary of Labor who 
restricted his associates to management circles. But, with the exception 
of the voter, these hypotheses about the intimate personal environment 
and reference groups of governmental decision makers remain at the level 
of the common-sense hunch, with little research to inform them. 

In particular, the influence of membership in certain demographic 
groups deserves further investigation. The class membership of the 
legislators of a nation is at the focus of attention of the Marxian attack 
upon democratic institutions. There is indeed considerable evidence to 
show that the income, educational, and occupational level of congress- 
men is substantially above the average [126], but it is not at all clear that 
higher-class status is associated with greater conservatism. Indeed, the 
selective processes which operate to recruit candidates for the legisla- 
ture in different class strata may invert for the legislature the rela- 
tionships between income and welfare-state liberalism in the electorate at 
large. If this is true, psychological explanations of such selective recruit- 
ment more sophisticated than the usual noblesse oblige or guilt over 
wealth might be revealing. In the same way, ethnicity, regionalism, and 
rural-urban categoric group memberships are undoubtedly significant in 
the attitudes they create among decision makers in the six political 
processes. 

Intermediate between “own-group” and “other-group” identifica- 
tions lies the unique phenomena of constituency pressures. For those who 
seck to explain the behavior of legislators and elected executives in strictly 
group-dynamic terms, representation poses a challenge. Here is a stimulus 
complex, ambiguous and hard to define, which comes from outside the 
institution of the legislature or office of the executive, and toward which 
the elected person may feel ambivalence. He is dependent upon some part 
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of his constituency for reelection and he is possibly grateful for past elec- 
tion; he feels, in some degree, a responsibility to serve them; he finds 
them, usually, divided in their sentiments so that he must offend some 
group whatever course of action he takes; the articulate members of the 
constituency may irritate and annoy him with their threats and demands; 
sometimes these importunities violate some values which are sanctioned 
by a strong superego formation. 

We have spoken of the importunities and demands of certain ele- 
ments of a constituency and this may be generalized to the larger prob- 
lem of the relation of pressure groups to legislators, administrators, and 
executives. The political science literature is rich in descriptive material 
on the nature and procedures of pressure groups [69, 108, 138, 153, 181], 
but there is virtually no psychologically informed literature on the inter- 
action process on how the pressured individual receives and reacts to the 
pressure, The possibilities of interpretation are varied, Does the deci- 
sion maker need rationalizations couched in morally acceptable terms to 
permit him to do what is politically advantageous? Is he sensitized to the 
power dimension so that he searches for and clings to the group with the 
greatest political resources? Is he, like relatively few of Asch's subjects 
[7], able to maintain his own perspectives when the pressures cumulate 
in a direction he believes unsound? Can he do this alone? With a few 
associates? With a majority of his party? President John F. Kennedy has 
investigated the records of a few select legislators who withstood the pres- 
sures of their constituencies—some to their political detriment [87]. Such 
men, and their living counterparts, present a challenge for psycho- 
political inquiry. Is there some such dimension as other-directedness 
versus inner-directedness in the attitudinal constitution of the legislators 
which makes some seek the counsel of important interests and colleagues 
before making up their minds, while others seek the solitude of their 
week-end retreats? 

While personal influences and the absorption of standards from 
reference groups of every kind are probably the most important sources 
of attitudes relevant to decision making, the mass media are significant, 
too. Of course, the two are not wholly separable in that the effect of the 
media is often filtered through personal influence as Katz and Lazarsfeld 
have shown [86], but whether direct or indirect, the media provide stimuli 
of a very significant character. Analysis of these media is appropriately 
summarized in the phrase “who says what to whom through what channel 
with what effect,” but the words in this caption need analysis for careful 
usage [103, pp. 37-51]. 4 

W ho? Study of the source of media content can be analyzed in terms 
of who makes the news, who interprets the news in columns and over the 
air, whose views are incorporated in secondary reports, and so forth, and 


618 ROBERT E. LANE 


this has value, particularly as it may reveal some systematic distortion in 
the selection of the “who.” What? Systematic or unsystematic content 
analysis reveals the nature of the “what,” but much of the work applied 
to this area is more concerned with the validity of the content, whom it 
favors, what lines of policy are implied, what the premises or conclusions 
of the statement may be and any illogicality conceived to lie therein, and 
so forth. Audience research tells something about the “to whom” aspects 
of the media and the data on circulation of the press, number of viewers 
and listeners of television and radio, book-reading habits, the use of 
libraries, and the specialized circulation of trade and professional periodi- 
cals. It is of no small significance that the Patterson-McCormack Times- 
Herald was unable to continue publication in Washington; that in New 
Haven there is a captive audience for the single local television station 
owned by Italian-Republican entrepreneurs; that all of the important 
daily papers in Chicago are Republican. 

But all of this is reportorial material and hardly comes to a significant 
conclusion without the final phrase—“with what effect?” The discovery 
of the “sleeper effect” and of delayed reactions to propaganda from a 
disreputable source [72, 73] puts new meaning into the political phe- 
nomena represented by a Senator McCarthy or a Huey Long. The dif- 
ferential impact of one-sided and two-sided presentations among popula- 
tions with different initial attitudes and different educational backgrounds 
opens up new interpretations of the impact of political campaigns, or of 
the differential persuasiveness of various presentations in committee hear- 
ings [72, pp. 201-227]. Information on the effectiveness of prestige label- 
ing in attitude information [6], of the effectiveness of new knowledge 
where attitudes are already firmly structured [114], of the probable re- 
actions to fear-arousing content in a communication [78], of being 
forewarned [80], and so forth—all have immediate and practical applica- 
tion to the problems of political decision making. The relationship be- 
tween low self-esteem and persuasibility has implications for the politics 
of underdeveloped areas [79]. 

The influences of personal contact and association and of the media 
and the written word occur within a milieu which gives direction and 
form to their messages. This milieu is the culture or the subculture of a 
given section of society. Now the analysis of culture is, if the division is 
still meaningful, the province of the anthropologist, but the psychologist 
has much to say of political relevance in this area as well. Consider first 
the distribution of attitudes within a society or sections thereof. Richard 
Centers can tell us much of The Psychology of Social Classes and in so 
doing he gives insight into the content and consequences of class con- 
sciousness in political attitudes [32]. Kornhauser, in a study of social 
attitudes at different class levels, shows that the sources of discontent are 
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different; therefore the overt impetus toward “radical” political formula- 
tions is different for working-class and upper-class and lower-middle- 
class groups [92]. One source of the unradical orientation of the Ameri- 
can working class is revealed in Lane’s analysis, “The Fear of Equality” 
[97]. Cross-cultural attitudes toward authority, as developed in MeGrana- 
han’s study of German and American youth, reveal the working out of 
father identifications in the politics of the two cultures [124]. In his 
analysis of the relationship of class consciousness to property attitudes, 
Jones reveals a tendency toward “centrality,” that is, a preference for 
middle or compromise positions, as one of the defenses of the status quo 
[82]. 

But more recently the growing application of psychoanalytic theory 
to the socialization processes of entire populations has produced a kind 
of literature which fits the needs of the political scientist interested in the 
dynamics of political change. The relationships of the largest categories 
of political theory—democracy, dictatorship, monarchy, pluralism, equali- 
tarianism—to the modal needs of an entire population are given form. 
Both a theoretical framework and some substantive data have evolved 
from studies in this area, Aspects of culture previously regarded as 
irrelevant have now become significant for polities—the training of the 
individual from birth to adulthood, the interrelationships within the 
family, the source and nature of nurture, and many more (63, 75). 

Yet there remain a number of areas of cultural investigation not 
explored in psychodynamic terms and perhaps not fully accessible to this 
kind of explanation. Whether these are called “expressive styles of adjust- 
ment,” or “paths of life,” or “value preferences,” the kinds of character- 
istic responses of a people which inevitably affect the decision makers in 
the six political processes deserve further study. Among these one finds 
for the American public the qualities of “other direction” or conformism 
noted by Mead and Riesman [128, 145], the instrumentalist approach 
which Inkeles and Hanfmann and Getzels have suggested [65], prefer- 
ences for individual as contrasted to collective action marked by Almond 
and others [4], materialistic values which De Tocqueville considered 
important [179], pragmatic attitudes which the American contributions 
to philosophic literature suggest is congenial to the American mode of 
life [77], and many others. Here, then, lies an opportunity for political 
psychology and psychological political science, first in factoring out the 
salient features of American culture, and then, together with the historian, 
systematically offering a theory of their derivation. 


Feedback, Reinforcement, and Responsibility 
One cannot leave this brief statement of various psychopolitical 
S-O-R relationships without considering the influence of R, heretofore 
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the dependent variable, upon S and O. This focus brings us into t 
with three areas of thought symbolized, rather than described, by 
terms “feedback,” “reinforcement,” and “responsibility.” The first 
these refers to the way in which a decision or a communication sets in 
motion a chain of circumstances which affect the decider or change the 
stimuli which affect him. A decision to vote Republican will very often 
have effects upon the selection of conversational partners during 
paign time which will reinforce the original decision. The term 
forcement” suggests that when an act is rewarded through some in 
mental status, affection, power, or other value, this will reinforce the 
tendency to act in this way again in the next situation seen as similar, 
Without such a reinforcement that particular manner of response may 
be extinguished, Thus the candidate, searching for a formula to win 
elections and finding that specious and generous promises attract votes, 
will be reinforced in his decision to use these promises in his campaigns 
And the term “responsibility” raises, in political science language, the 
question of who controls the rewards and punishments following political 
decisions, Often the rewards and punishments are not subject to con! 
by the electorate or even by elected officials because the decisions 
made anonymously by an unrecorded legislative vote, by unknown 
sons elected in the obscurity of a long ballot, or by officials in the de 
of an autonomous bureaucracy. 

Whichever of these frames of reference is chosen, and posibly only 
all three do justice to the problem, it is apparent that the estimation of 
consequences to the decider, the reinforcement of his habits, and the 
effect on those to whom he is responsible will be relevant in a study of the 
psychology of political decision making. In this connection, whether the 
decision is a public or a private one is important; the secret ballot may 
be good, but diffused (and therefore secret), administrative responsibility 
may be bad. Over time and also in anticipation, the response of one 
situation becomes a conditioning factor of the next; hence criteria for 
judging the response must include future perspectives which embrace 
this reversed relationship of S and R for the decider, 

‚In this section we have sought to outline relationships between 
political science and psychology, not in terms of a series of formally stated 
hypotheses but rather in terms of improving our theories of decision- 
making processes in government. Viewed from one perspective, it is as 
though the political scientist focused upon the macroprocesses of politics, 
and the psychologist provided research and theory relevant to the micro- 
processes. In presenting this view of psychopolitical investigation, we have 
used the S-O-R formula, and have viewed each of these three elements 
in turn. Examining the O, we have located the decision makers and sug- 
gested a few of the qualities which may be relevant to their roles as deci- 
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sion makers, The responses we have defined as decisions; we have 
categorized them and pointed to different attitudinal dimensions 

by different kinds of decisions, The stimuli we have divided 
groups, those arising within the institutional environment (Su) 
arising from the larger social environment (Ss). Of the firt, we mid 
that concepts of law and role were significant along with patterns of 
interaction and authority, Of the second, we said that extrainstitutional 
group membership and reference-group identifications together with 
the selective processes which recruited decision makers from these various 


molar areas of study. Finally, we have taken the dependent variable R 
and considered it as a factor affecting future external stimuli and internal 
psychic dispositions of the decision maker, 


METHODOLOGICAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS 


Although in one sense it may be said that the methodological tradi- 
tion of political science is a combination of the normative and the 
descriptive, due to its origins in philosophy and history, this is an Wate 
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moment the nature of the questions mentioned at the beginning of this 
essay: What is the relationship between majority rule and minority rights? 
How can government be made responsible? How shall power be shared? 
After the normative elements of such questions have been extracted so 
that the problems become problems of isolation of relevant variables and 
the discovery of invariant relationships, the difficulty of making the theo- 
retical propositions testable still remains. 

There are several problems in this connection which may be excep- 
tionally frequent—if not unique to political science—in the study of 
politics. These may be examined in the context of the six processes dis- 
cussed above. The first deals with the number and complexity of the de- 
cisions to be made. In electoral decision making, the decision is usually 
fairly well structured for the electorate so that a single clear choice is 
made by a large number of people. Thus the dependent variable is 
easily specified and the number of “cases” is large enough to control for 
a variety of factors while a given independent variable is examined. 
With respect to legislative decisions, at the roll-call stage (but not in other 
respects) something of the same situation exists, although the decisions 
are more complex, the deciders are less accessible for interview, and 
the number of cases is smaller. With the judicial process, where decisions 
can be grouped into roughly homogeneous categories and where they 
are of a recurrent nature, some factorial, correlational, or other quanti- 
tative analysis is possible. The possibilities are limited, however, and the 
purpose of the law is not only to find analogies (common categories of 
a sort), but also to discover distinguishing features in a case, thus making 
each case idiosyncratic in some respect. Administrative and executive 
decisions and decisions dealing with international affairs are very often 
unique. For example, how would one control the multiple factors in- 
volved in the decision to relieve General MacArthur? Or how would 
one do this for the decision to attempt to prevent the steel industry from 
carrying through an untimely price rise, or for the decisions reached by 
Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt at Yalta? Quantitative methods and 
the sophisticated methodologies associated with them partially fail in 
such situations—although, of course, greater sophistication in qualitative 
analysis would be useful [28, 38]. 

The second problem has to do with the scale of the questions asked 
by much political science literature. We are often interested in total 
systems, or large segments thereof. We want to know how the legislative 
process works in toto, and particularly how it works in several different 
nations. This has the effect of reducing the number of cases to one per 
nation. Now there are about one hundred nations in the United Nations 
and several more outside; hence one might think that there are enough 
cases to form a working group, but the problem of isolating relationships 
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under these circumstances is difficult to solve. If one is interested, say, 
in the way in which the executive (cabinet) operates in Britain, Sweden, 
Holland, Belgium, and France, a comparative description is easily pos- 
sible, but the relationship between the formal organization of the cabinet 
or the powers and limits of the relevant officers and certain modes of 
operation is inevitably linked to the cultural milieu of these five national 
systems. One cannot hold constant one factor while varying others be- 
cause everything varies at once—the length of office, the pattern of re- 
cruitment, the formal powers, plus the attitudes and dispositions of the 
people, the number of parties, the history of executive leadership, the 
sense of crisis in foreign affairs, and so forth. Important steps can be 
taken in this direction and improved methods of keeping certain factors 
constant can help in this regard, but the problem is formidable.’ 

A third problem has to do with the time dimension. It is not an ac- 
cident that political science is so saturated with historical analysis and 
methods, We are dealing with events in a historical stream and a stream, 
as we are reminded by the old philosophical paradox, is never the same 
at two different moments in time. Thus when a given legislative de- 
cision on labor problems is effected, and the issue comes up again, the 
context is inevitably changed. In 1935, Congress passed the National 
Labor Relations Act regulating the activities of employers with respect 
to unions, but not regulating union activities in any important sense. 
In 1947, Congress again tackled the problem and passed the Taft-Hartley 
Act regulating unions and relieving employers of certain restrictions on 
their activities. The contexts in which these two decisions took place had 
changed in so many ways that the behavior of the legislators, even of the 
same party and from the same constituencies, was different in many 
cases. It is hard to give rigor to the explanations of these differences be- 
cause of the totality of the changed contexts. Each of the six processes 
occurs in a different historical, social, and psychological context each 
time it is analyzed, and although some of these changes can be controlled, 
it is hard to control enough of them at once to nail down the effect 
of any one. At this point, historical methods are likely to take over. 

We cite some of these methodological difficulties not to detract from 
the effort of political scientists to employ greater rigor in their methods, 
nor to imply that a ceiling has somehow been reached in this respect, 
but to show the obstacles in their path. With this in mind, then, we may 
turn to psychological research methodology to see wherein it offers bor- 


‘A program of research in comparative state politics sponsored by the Social 
Science Research Council offers a promising approach to the problem of holding 
some factors constant while allowing others to vary. Unlike most comparative 
government studies, this study holds culture constant (to a large extent) while 


examining institutions and men. 
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rowable elements for political science. First with respect to the nature of 
the variables used, we think it would be accurate to say that political 
science is now searching for the appropriate psychic qualities operative 
in political decision making and also significant in the analysis of total 
systems. The tendency is generally to accept those variables which psy- 
chology offers in an eclectic fashion, whether it is Harrison Gough's 
“dominance” dimension, Fromm’s automaton mode of escape from frec- 
dom, Adorno’s authoritarianism, or Eysenck’s tough tender-mindedness 
[61; 55, pp. 185-206; 1; 49]. Unfortunately, in our search for variables 
we are sometimes confounded by the tendency among psychologists to put 
together a few questions and discover a new “factor” or “dimension,” 
particularly if these items do not hang together according to some sub- 
structure analysis. If the political scientist is to borrow with confidence, he 
must have better evidence of the way the alleged dimension operates be- 
haviorally; its validity must be checked with care, preferably in popula- 
tions at different socioeconomic levels. And its nomenclature should be 
restrained. In so far as the value of replication is a question in psychology, 
it should be said by a member of a borrowing discipline that replicated 
findings are particularly welcome at this end of the transaction. Political 
scientists should be eternally grateful to Washburn, Kepler, and others 
for replication of Moore’s findings regarding radical-conservative differ- 
ences in skills and temperament [135, 188]. In the replicated tests there 
were no differences; the alley turned out to be blind. 

It is, perhaps, a commonplace that psychology can be “reduced” 
to sociology, and sociology can be “reduced” to psychology—that is, at- 
titudes, values, and motives have causes in the external world, and the 
external world is perceived and shaped by men with operative attitudes, 
values, and motives. This is, in a way, inherent in the S-O-R formula, 
since one man’s O-R relationship is another man’s S. The methodological 
problem for political scientists lies in the question of which level of vari- 
ables to use. In explaining voting behavior, shall we use income, or shall 
we use the private meanings of income? Shall we use region, or the re- 
gionally differentiated attitudes? Often the sociological variable is as 
closely associated as the psychological variable with the dependent politi- 
cal variable—and, of course, the data are much easier to come by. Ex- 
planation in the sense of prediction and correlation is then as effectively 
achieved in sociological terms as in psychological terms. This is, more- 
over, a very practical question in voting research, because it represents 
the difference between use of aggregate voting statistics and the use of 
survey methods. 

I think it is true to say that ever since Graham Wallas wrote Human 
Nature in Politics [185], there has been a growing feeling that psycho- 
logical variables are nevertheless necessary for an adequate explanation 
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of the various political processes, This is so for several reasons. The first 
is that use of correlational techniques with external variables is useful for 
prediction only if conditions remain the same; if there should be a change 
in the situation, there would be no basis, without some knowledge of the 
psychic processes involved, for predicting how such changes would alter 
the relevant behavior. 

Second, latent in most sociological investigations are various implicit 
hypotheses about the psychological factors associated with the sociological 
variable. Thus the analysis of the relation of recency of immigration to 
clectoral behavior may be suggested by and interpreted in the light of 
theories about “underdog” psychology, in-group-out-group sentiments, 
rejection of parental generation, and so forth. A well-conducted survey can 
go directly to the heart of these aspects of the problem. A third reason why 
there is a tendency to psychologize the selection of variables is because 
of their greater utility in analysis of deviant cases, The rich radical, the 
Southern Republican, the Communist party member in England and the 
United States are rarely “explainable” in sociological terms; the private 
and idiosyncratic meanings of their life experiences must be tapped for 
satisfactory explanatory information. And, finally, a fourth reason lies 
in the greater insight provided, regardless of the correlational factors 
and predictability. Men are motivated to act in a given way by a com- 
bination of environment and psyche; one should study both. No doubt, 
to the psychologist this “admonition” is redundant; the issue is a real one 
for the political scientist who must answer the statement: I don’t care 
what goes on in men’s minds, I just want to know how they behave. 

We turn now to the questions related to the collection of data and 
principally to four techniques: the survey, the experiment, field obser- 
vation, and depth interviewing. The survey, of course, has been widely 


opinion relevant to administrative decisions [184] and the analysis of 
foreign policy. It has also been related to executive decisions [23], and 
to legislative action [27]. It has not, to our knowledge, been used in 
studying the judicial process, although 3 
doing so. For example, the following questions might find answers resting 
on survey material: How closely and in what respects do judicial de- 
cisions follow elite or mass opinion? What is the relation between public 
opinion and decisions to prosecute? How do juries’ opinions relate to 
community opinion—before the trial and after the trial? In the light 
of the wide adoption of survey methods, however, and the apr 
sophistication of political scientists in this respect, little more need 
said, $ 
Laboratory experiments represent the exact reverse of this situation— 
political scientists have never, to our knowledge, attempted a controlled 


626 ROBERT E. LANE 


laboratory experiment to ascertain the relation between relevant vari- 
ables.® This, in spite of the clear relevance and excellent results of the 
Festinger study (now fourteen years old) on ethnic identifications in a 
voting situation [51], and the excellent work on administrative de- 
cision making by Bavelas [11, pp. 193-202] and others! The mock 
trial, the mock assembly, the mock hearing have been employed as 
teaching devices, not as research devices. Here, then, lies a golden op- 
portunity for a combined assault by group-dynamics specialists, com- 
munications specialists of the Hovland school, and political scientists, 

Field observation is, one is tempted to say, all too familiar to the 
political scientist, as it is to the journalist who also employs this method. 
Two things in particular are missing in political science observational — 
techniques, however: (1) the use of techniques to objectify the findings 
and to assure the elimination of subjectively colored perception and 
interpretation, and (2) the frame of mind which constantly asks, 
“What are the invariances in these situations? What are the laws which 
are here at work?” In the absence of such techniques and modes of in- 
quiry, a rich literature on the various processes has emerged, but it 
is eclectic, subjective, and nonadditive. 

With respect to depth interviewing, not necessarily of the duration 
or penetration of the clinical interview, pioneer work has, in fact, been 
done by a political scientist, Harold Lasswell, by his colleague, Gabriel 
Almond, Adorno and his associates, Linder, and Brewster Smith. Bruner 
and White have contributed to this literature, and some of the inter- 
viewing of Nazi leaders at Nuremburg, and of Russian exiles has broad- 
ened the cultural base of the data thus collected [1, 5, 42, 60, 105, 115, 
165]. The circumstances where such depth interviewing offers its great- 
est promise, for political science at least, is where (1) the decisions, 
attitudes, or beliefs in question are least likely to be structured by social 
pressures, (2) where the behavior is deviant and hence it appears that 
some idiosyncratic experience or psychic state must be at work, and 
(3) where the decision is unique and therefore survey or other means 
of comparing similar decisions by several people is least possible. The 
use of “clinical methods” promises to give new dimensions to the study 
of political thought and to reconstruct thought patterns into psycho- 
logically coherent (as contrasted to logically coherent) systems. 

Something should be said of the use of mathematical models in 
political science, but perhaps in this case both political science and psy- 
chology are now only at the threshold of their development [110, 161]. 
The Hullian system, of course, has provided the basis for deductive 

"Some recent experiments at Rand involving role-taking exercises have illumi- 


nated the decision-making process, although so far no publications have emerged 
on this topic from this source. 
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analysis, and hence lends itself particularly well to mathematical elabo- 
ration. The political scientist is disadvantaged by the absence of such 
a well-formulated set of empirically grounded interlocking laws in 
his discipline, but since the economists have done very well without 
them, perhaps the political scientists can do as well, As this line of 
approach goes forward, fruition is encouraged by the interaction of 
persons with empirical knowledge (who know what they are talking 
about, so to speak) with the model builders who can systematize and gen- 
eralize this knowledge. 


THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF POLITICAL SCIENTISTS AND 
PSYCHOLOGISTS TO THE STUDY OF POLITICAL PROCESSES 


One of the truisms current in the social sciences is that the best 
kind of interdisciplinary research takes place in a single skull, There 
can be no doubt that a person who has mastered the relevant aspects of 
two disciplines is in a better position to undertake an integrated piece 
of research than two persons attempting to bring their own specialties 
to bear upon a problem. Not that the latter process is useless; it is 
merely less likely to produce a genuine synthesis, Collateral to this view 
is the belief that disciplines are artifacts and their boundaries had best 
be ignored, There should be a focus only on problems and methods, 
with each specialist combining a unique complex of substantive knowl- 
edge, methodological tools, and areas of interest. But that phase of 
the present drift toward a general behavioral science has not yet ar- 
rived, and we must start from the present situation. 

In terms of collaboration in the existing situation, let us suggest 
first what the political scientist may contribute to collaborative efforts. 
In the first place, he asks important questions, important for human 
destiny and for the solution of major social problems, He can focus the 
psychologist’s attention upon issues which, in some cases, might rep- 
resent a better investment of the psychologist's time than those he is 
presently examining. The questions with which this paper started would 
represent some of these considerations. 

Second, the political scientist, because of his knowledge of laws and 
institutions, precedents and operating procedures, can prevent the psy- 
chologist working in this arca from making serious mistakes. ‘Thus 
Erickson interprets the apparent preference for minimal action in Con- 
gress as a reflection of ‘American family life, where the resolution of 
differences is said to be the selection of the course least unacceptable 
to any one member [47]. A political scientist, even accepting this in 
some degree, would have given additional emphasis to the system of 
staggered elections, becameralism, separation of powers, and a Federal 
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decentralized party system impeding positive legislative action. And 
Berelson and associates interpret the utility of parties solely in terms of 
their representative functions, omitting entirely their functions as organs 
of government [13]. 

Third, in any explanation of political decisions, the political scien- 
tist, because he is so close to history, is likely to search for historical 
causes while the modern behavioral scientist seeks for causes in the im- 
mediate social and psychological situation. Thus, in explaining voting 
patterns in the South, the currently operational force is the set of attitudes 
now present in the minds of Southerners, but behind that lies the his- 
torical relation of each area of the South to the forces set in motion at 
the time of the Civil War or earlier. The peculiar similarity of the pat- 
tern of counties voting Democratic in 1928 and Dixiecrat in 1948 
is understandable in terms of both current attitudes and historical experi- 
ences. And both are important [90]. 

Fourth, although there are limits to the rationality and logic of de- 
cision-making processes, the judicial process has long been interpreted 
with some success in precisely these terms—supplemented by a knowledge 
of the social problems and forces of the times. Although Judge Frank 
has shown the influence of personality upon a judge’s sentence in various 
kinds of petty offenses [54], and Kinsey has data on the relation of a 
judge’s personal sex life to his decisions in cases of sex offenders, there 
are limits, too, to this type of analysis. The development of Anglo-Saxon 
law is a remarkable achievement which cannot be psychologized away. 
The study of the law and judicial processes requires the collaboration 
of those who appreciate the limits of both types of analysis. 

Fifth, the situation of the decision makers is often the most salient 
etiological factor. For example, in the study of international processes the 
concept of national interest is, no doubt, more often a block than an aid 
to understanding, but certain phenomena nevertheless seem to come 
under this category. The persistent pursuit of identical objectives by 4 
nation over the years and over the centuries suggests that the idiosyn- 
cratic psychic qualities of any particular set of statesmen or rulers must 
be minimal in these decisions. Russia’s efforts to establish a window on 
the world by way of a Baltic seaport is a case in point. A knowledge of 
the content of foreign policy objectives in situational terms must be 
brought to the attention of anyone seeking to understand the vari- 
ables in international processes; and a political scientist is in a position 
to offer this knowledge at the right moment. 

A political scientist then brings to collaborative efforts those and 
other contributions to the study of political processes. What may be 
properly expected of the psychologist? In terms of the S-O-R formula, 
he will be familiar with the dimensions of the O that are relevant and 
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with the “laws” of human behavior. First, then, his knowledge of person- 
ality, attitudes, motives, and so forth, will form a nucleus of information 
comparable to the political scientist’s knowledge of institutions and laws. 

Second, he will be familiar with the dynamics of behavior in the 
sense that his theory of motivation and perception will suggest the mecha- 
nisms at work in a decision-making situation. This will serve the impor- 
tant purpose of taking the discussion of the decision-making process out 
of the realm of the naive dynamics built upon the economists’ “economic 
man” or the lawyers’ “rational man” or the Marxian class-bound version 
of mankind. 

Third, he will be able to offer a range of techniques and methods 
not familiar to the political scientist and hence facilitate data collection 
and interpretation. The use of depth interviewing, projective techniques, 
laboratory methods, and testing procedures provides a valuable contri- 
bution to joint research. 

Fourth, the psychologist will help in the process of psychologizing 
sociological variables, giving class status, marginal cultural membership, 
and small-group membership the meanings which contribute greatly to 
the significance of the kinds of data which come most easily to hand for 
the inquiring political scientist. 

Fifth, because of his understanding of the two- or three-dimensional 
level of the psyche, with its conscious, preconscious, and unconscious 
aspects, he can contribute to the latent function analysis of political acts 
both in social (Merton’s) terms and in personal terms [131, pp. 21-81]. 

Finally, when the political scientist deals in normative terms, which is 
quite often, there is inevitably some hidden theory implied regarding the 
way in which men achieve happiness, self-expression, or moral stature. 
These are, by and large, lay versions of psychology or psychiatry. Much 
of the large fund of misinformation in this area could be reduced by the 
application of psychologically informed opinion at this point in the 
analysis. 


SUMMARY 


We have sought to outline the field of political science in terms of 
five central processes and a sixth synthetic analysis which unites them 
into a single system. We have discussed the areas of psychology which 
seem to have the greatest relevance and translatability, among them, atti- 
tude studies, communications research, small-group research, and psycho- 
analytic theory and case material. The utility of these areas of psychology 
to political science questions can best be seen with respect to the S-O-R 
model, and in this context a number of illustrative applications of Psy 
chology to political science were suggested. The methods of psychological 
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research which can be employed to greater advantage in political science 
were briefly analyzed. Finally, the resources of the political scientist and 
the psychologist in collaborative efforts were noted in the hope that more 
collaborative work will be forthcoming. 
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THE NEED FOR ECONOMIC PSYCHOLOGY 


Introduction 

During the last twenty years there has been substantial progress m 
the development of economic psychology. By now, economists in aca- 
demic institutions as well as in business and government have become 


accustomed to regard studies of psychological variables as contribu- 


tions to the understanding of economic processes. Psychologists, however, 
psychology than econo- 


seem to be less aware of research in economic D P 
mists, although such research may contribute substantially to psycho- 


logical knowledge. 
In the past, many writings in economic psychology have been ad- 


dressed to economists and have appeared in economic publications be- 
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cause the need for such material has been more pronounced in economic 
than in psychological research. Moreover, to the practitioners of eco- 
nomic psychology, it appeared more straightforward to address them- 
selves to such economic problems as reactions to income and price 
changes or factors determining the demand for homes and automobiles 
than to analyze motivation, habit formation, and group belonging in the 
area of spending and saving. In either case the central problems were 
the same, only the labeling differed. 

The belief that economic psychology is applied psychology often 
makes for difficulties in understanding. It is sometimes thought that 
established theorems of psychology can clarify the problems inherent in, 
say, inflation or business cycles. If this were true, economic psychology 
might serve to enhance the collective ego of psychologists and raise the 
income of some psychologists who might be called in as consultants on 
economic problems, but it would hardly contribute to psychological the- 
ory. But economic psychology is not applied psychology. Even a related, 
somewhat broader view appears to be insufficient, namely, that economic 
behavior can serve as a testing ground for psychological generalizations 
and hypotheses originally developed about noneconomic behavior. We 
shall attempt to show that studies of spending, saving, investing, and 
the like can contribute to the development of knowledge of motives, 
habits, groups, and other areas of psychology. Furthermore, we $ 
attempt to show that some important psychological problems are more 
susceptible to study through analysis of economic behavior than through 
work in areas more traditional to psychology. 

It is necessary to find out first what economic psychology is. This task 
is best accomplished by describing certain developments in economics a8 
well as the economist’s need for psychological concepts and analysis. 


The Need for Psychology in Economics 


In economic literature the term “economic behavior” has been used 
in several ways. Some theorists have used the expression to mean the 
behavior of the “economic man,” that is, the behavior postulated in their 
theory of rationality. After setting forth a set of basic assumptions OF 
axioms—maximization of utility by each individual, perfect competition, > 
full knowledge of and control over all means of achieving the postula! 
ends, and so on—a deductive science was developed which sets forth the 
required forms of behavior and their aggregate implications. That people 
frequently, or even generally, do not behave according to the deduc 
principles was not viewed as a cause for concern, because the theory was 
aimed at establishing how rational businessmen and consumers ought to” 
behave in order to achieve the postulated goals. It was further assum c 
that deviations would cancel out and therefore would not influence avet- 
age or aggregate behavior. 
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Secondly, in the realm of positive or descriptive rather than norma- 
tive economics, the term “economic behavior” has been used to mean 
the behavior of prices, incomes, or the economy of a nation. Economists 
in this realm have been concerned with the relationships that exist among 
changes in supply, prices, incomes, consumption, and investment, Statis- 
tical analyses of covariations or lagged relationships, regression equations 
showing functional dependence, and the like were thought to explain 
what happens in the economy, except for some random variations, As an 
example, we may mention a recent symposium on the “behavior of un- 
employment.” The papers dealt with the relation between different rates 
of employment and production, profits, inventories, and similar items. 
The analysis was restricted to interrelationships among results of human 
behavior, Neither the behavior of producers, distributors, consumers, oF 
government agencies which might cause unemployment, nor the be- 
havior of the unemployed persons was studied. 

The third sense in which the term “economic behavior” has been 
used is represented by studies of how businessmen and consumers behave, 
through an analysis of decision formation, its circumstances, and its ante- 
cedents. Why are such studies needed? Suppose we accept for a moment 
the following statement of an economic theorist, which was probably 
intended to justify the second point of view (quantitative economics) 
given earlier; “It is the behavior of commodities not the behavior of man 
which is the prime focus of interest in economic studies” [1, p. 82). Eco- 
nomic psychology holds that in order to understand “the behavior of 
commodities”—-that is, the interrelationships between prices, demand, 
supply, and so forth—it is necessary, but not enough, to analyze such 
results of human behavior. It is necessary also to study the decision mak- 
ers because their motives, attitudes, and opinions aa their actions 
and thereby what haj in and to the economy. In pragmatic terms 
we must ask the pn If we make psychological studies, in addition 
to the more traditional economic-statistical studies, do we gain a better 
understanding of economic processes (the behavior of commodities) and 
are we able to predict economic processes with greater accuracy? Eco- 
nomic psychology started out by answering this question in the affirmative 
on a priori grounds; by now empirical evidence supports its contention. 

The theoretical grounds for the need of psychology in economics may 
be presented in terms familiar to psychologists. If it were true that eco- 
nomic stimuli completely determined economic responses, that is, if a 
one-to-one relationship existed between stimuli and responses, 
logical studies would be neither necessary nor useful. 

One-to-one relationships between stimuli and responses have Su 
implicitly assumed in many areas of economic research. Propositions suc 
as “Consumer expenditures are a function of income,” oF Busines p 
vestment is a function of profits” imply such relationships. Frequently, o! 
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course, more complex formulas have been used. For instance, time lags 
have been introduced or a larger number of variables have been taken 
into account. In most cases, however, such variations have served merely 
to provide a better description of the stimuli without altering the under- 
lying assumption. 

Many fundamental propositions of classical economic theory follow the 
same principle. “The lower the price, the higher the demand.” This 
basic notion, derived from the so-called “law of supply and demand,” 
may be read to mean: “Certain changes in prices serve as stimuli which 
necessarily bring forth certain responses, namely, predictable changes in 
demand.” The fact that the reactions of human beings to price reduc- 
tions may depend on their past experiences, attitudes, and expectations 
is disregarded. Or whatever latitude human beings have is thought to 
fall under the ceteris paribus clause and is classified as an unimportant 
deviation from the rule. 

Economic behavior can be viewed, however, in either of two ways: 
as dependent exclusively on situational factors, or as dependent on situa- 
tional factors as perceived by the decision maker. The second view 
attaches great importance to changes in habits, motives, and attitudes. 
Both views are applicable to business as well as to consumer decisions. 
Economic theorists have sometimes attributed importance to business 
attitudes and expectations in influencing capital outlays and changes in 
inventories. Recently, however, the importance of psychological consid- 
erations has also been demonstrated in the area of consumer behavior 
(11, 16]. 

Not so long ago it was widely held that consumers played only a 
negligible role in generating economic fluctuations. Of the three sectors 
of the economy, only two, the business sector and the government sector, 
were believed to have autonomy. Consumer income was thought to be 
determined by what business and government did, and consumer expen- 
ditures were considered a function of consumer income. In brief, the con- 
sumption function—the relation of consumer spending to consumer in- 
come—was held to be stable, or dependent on level and change in 
income in a simple and predictable manner. 

Without relating here the American business-cycle developments dur- 
ing the past fifteen years, it may suffice to say that several times during 
that period forecasts based on extrapolations of consumer expenditures 
proved to be misleading. The assumption that consumers would continue 
to behave in the same way as before (i.e., that the relation of consumer 
expenditures to income would remain unchanged) was widely blamed 
for the incorrectness of the prediction that widespread unemployment 
would occur shortly after the end of World War II. During the recession 
of 1948-1949, the Korean War of 1950-1951, the upswing of 1954- 
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1955, and finally, the recession of 1957-1958, consumers proved to be 
powerful forces generating changes in economic developments. Thus, it 
has been shown that the recovery in 1954 appeared earlier in purchases 
of consumer durable goods than in consumer incomes or business invest- 
ments. Disappointment with traditional methods of analyzing consumer 
expenditures enhanced the receptivity of economists for psychological 
studies, 

Some contributions of psychological economics toward the under- 
standing of fluctuations in the consumption function during the postwar 
years will be mentioned later in this paper. At this point, however, we 
must discuss a second consideration which has added to the acceptance 
of psychological analysis in economics. Dissatisfaction has developed with 
the exclusive use of aggregative or macroeconomic studies. Most of the 
economic-statistical work during the past twenty-five years has consisted 
of assembling and analyzing data on annual or quarterly changes of 
gross national product, national income, total consumer expenditures, 
and similar magnitudes relating to the performance of the entire econ- 
omy. While these studies are of the greatest importance, many investiga- 
tors now agree that aggregate data need to be supplemented by micro- 
economic data. In addition to data on total income, we need to know the 
distribution of incomes and income changes by size; in addition to data 
on total savings or bank deposits, we need to have information on the 
distribution of these assets. 5 

Research on such distributions became concerned with demographic 
and sociological variables. What kind of people have very large or very 
small incomes, bank deposits, and so on? The race and age of the people, 
the number of children in the family, and location in urban or rural 
settings became important variables in studying spending and saving. 
The principal method of obtaining information on these variables, the 
sample interview survey, at the same time provided a bridge between 
economic and psychological studies [3, 25]. f n 

An example may illustrate how the availability of a methodological 
tool has helped to broaden the research objectives. Purchasing war bonds 
became the most important form of saving during World War II. The 
U.S. Treasury, of course, kept and published records about the amounts 
of bonds bought, owned, and redeemed. These over-all data could be 
correlated, along the traditional lines of economic studies, with changes 
in national income, but not with the incomes of individual bond pur- 
chasers, owners, or redeemers. (Buyers of war bonds did not have E 
state their incomes!) Therefore, sample interview surveys were neede 
and have been conducted regularly since 1942 to collect information on 
such questions as the following: What proportion of the bonds is aon 
and held by people in different income groups? What proportion of their 
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income do people put into bonds? Are bond holdings concentrated 
among high-income people, or are they distributed as widely as income 
is? In the same surveys, information was obtained about the relation of 
purchases and holdings to age, family size, occupation, education, and 
the like. At a very early date, requirements of sales promotion led to an 
inclusion of psychological variables, such as motives and attitudes, in the 
bond surveys. 

Why did people buy war bonds? This question could be studied by 
determining the differences between the people who bought bonds and 
those who did not. But information on income, assets, age, etc., of buyers 
and nonbuyers of bonds did not suffice. The investigation of psychological 
factors was necessary to gain new insights on why people bought bonds. 
Two methods were available. One consisted of asking people about their 
motives and attitudes, the second of correlation analysis. Thus it was 
established that people who were aware of several reasons for purchasing 
bonds (patriotic reasons as well as saving for the sake of buying a house 
or business later, for example) bought more bonds than people who had 
one reason only. At the same time, opinions about the relative advantages 
and disadvantages of bonds and other forms of saving revealed attitudes 
that shed light on bond purchases. The second method made use of ques- 
tions about variables which did not appear in answer to direct questions 
but which were suggested by hypotheses about saving behavior. In this 
way, an association was established between personal solicitation at the 
place of work and bond buying [6] and between certain income expec- 
tations and bond buying. 

Similar studies have been conducted in a variety of areas of consumer 
choice. Purchases of houses, automobiles and other durable goods, 
life insurance and common stock may be mentioned as examples of areas 
in which survey data on people's attitudes and expectations have con- 
tributed to the understanding of their behavior. To be sure, statistical 
studies are still being made which relate demand exclusively to financial 
variables, But, to put the matter in oversimplified terms, economists have 
increasingly accepted the fact that effective demand is a function of both 
ability to buy and willingness to do so. And, furthermore, they have 
accepted the fact that willingness to buy is susceptible to measurement 
and analysis [16, 19, 26]. 


The Need for Studies of Economic Behavior in Psychology 


It is easy to make a case for the need of studies of economic behavior. 
Economic activities take up a substantial part of people’s everyday lives. 
The housewife spends much of her time in purchasing goods. People 
who are engaged in business are preoccupied with economic activities. 
Many people who are not in business occasionally make economic deci- 
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sions such as buying a car, saving money rather than spending it, or 
changing the form in which savings and investments are kept. 

The psychologists’ need for studies of economic behavior is much 
greater than references to the frequency of economic activities would 
indicate. The study of economic behavior occupies a unique position 
among studies of complex forms of social behavior in that here action 
can be isolated and measured readily. The term “action” is used in con- 
trast to “verbal behavior.” In most other studies of social psychology we 
face one of these two situations: either our dependent variables are 
expressed opinions and attitudes, or we study artificially simple conditions. 

To illustrate the first situation, we may refer to an important topic 
of social psychology, the analysis of race relations and prejudice. If we 
recall the very few investigations in which action was studied (for in- 
stance, in interracial housing developments), it becomes clear that most 
studies were concerned with the explanation of different opinions (for 
example, “I am willing to dine with Negroes,” or “I am opposed to my 
sister marrying a Negro”) and of changes in such opinions. While it is 
true that attitudes are predispositions to action, it is important to include 
both attitudes and actions, as well as the relation between the two, in our 
studies, We learn a great deal by determining how people talk about 
“communism, conformity, and civil liberties” ; the careful survey directed 
by S. A. Stouffer and published in a book having that title [43] is a clear 
indication of the value of this kind of investigation. However, this kind 
of survey affords little opportunity to study the relation of people's atti- 
tudes and opinions to their action. Or, to mention one more example, 
studies of political behavior which analyze the differences between Re- 
publicans and Democrats can be readily subjected to attitudinal research, 
but the study of the relation of attitudes to action is usually restricted to 
voting in presidential clections once every four years. 

In experimental psychology, of course, action responses are frequently 
studied; primarily, however, in simple situations. In experimental studies 
of complex social behavior, responses in the form of doing something, 
rather than expressing a judgment or opinion, do occur occasionally, but 
usually in carefully controlled and perhaps not entirely realistic situations. 

In a far too simple schematic way, we may describe the antecedents 


to action as follows: 


q L a 3 4 
Change in environment Personality Change in attitudes Action 
determinants or opinions 
(Stimuli, 
Situational (Habits, 
determinants) Attitudes, 
Expectations, 


Motives, etc.) 
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This does not imply that every action necessarily has all three ante- 
cedents; some automatic responses and action under compulsion may be 
viewed as lacking 2 and 3, or item 3 may be missing even though both 
1 and 2 play a role. 

The point emphasized here is that economic behavior presents unique 
opportunities for studying the entire chain. When the action variable can 
be identified clearly, it is possible to study those circumstances in which 
the “environment” and those in which the “person” is most relevant. 
That behavior is a function of both the environment and the person has 
been expressed by the equation B = f (E, P). We wish to go further; 
we wish to clarify the respective roles of the two kinds of factors under 
different circumstances. Motives, attitudes, or expectations are treated 
as intervening variables, that is, as factors modifying the impact of 
changes in the environment and thereby altering the response. 

Several types of action that occur in the economic area have been 
mentioned already. Some of these, such as buying groceries or small items 
of clothing or spending on carfare or newspapers, are not usually salient 
to the decision maker and not easily susceptible to psychological studies. 
It is easier to analyze the motives and attitudes regarding relatively rare 
and subjectively important decisions such as buying an automobile or 
life insurance and the like. Similarly, in the business area many things 
happen which are difficult to study from a psychological point of view. 
(As an example, we may refer to what economists call “involuntary 
changes in inventories.”) But making capital outlays, changing prices, 
and choosing the location for a new plant are examples of major forms 
of business action that are susceptible to psychological study. 

Turning to the beginning of our action chain, studies of economic 
behavior may also contribute to the clarification of situational determi- 
nants. Economic stimuli often consist of information. New orders re- 
ceived, changes in sales or costs, news about actions of competitors or 
consumers, news about business-cycle trends—all this variety of stimuli, 
whether transmitted by organs of mass communication, by letters and 
memoranda, or by word of mouth, represents information. How is infor- 
mation assimilated by the recipient, and under what circumstances does 
it affect action? These are central problems of the interaction between 
the environment and the person. These problems can be studied effec- 
tively in the area of economic behavior and can be related to education, 
group belonging, and attitudes; they can also be related to consumer 
resources, such as income or assets, which represent enabling conditions 
for economic action. 

Enough has been said to illustrate the author's belief that economic 
psychology opens up new vistas for psychology. We shall now turn to a 
discussion of specific problems. In some past publications these problems 
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have been grouped in economic categories. For instance, business invest- 
ment or consumer spending for durable goods has been studied and the 
contribution of psychological variables to explaining changes in these 
economic activities analyzed. For our purposes, we shall adopt the oppo- 
site procedure of citing psychological problems and presenting the pos- 
sible contribution of an analysis of economic issues to these problems, 


HABITS AND PROBLEM SOLVING 


Habitual Behavior 


According to classical economics, economic behavior is rational. Al- 
though this thesis requires substantial qualification, a strong case can be 
made for the unique opportunities economic behavior offers to the psy- 
chologist for studying deliberate and carefully considered decisions and 
actions. Before turning to such studies, it is necessary to point to less 
complex processes which are likewise important in economic behavior. 
The acquisition of behavior patterns through association and reinforce- 
ment—learning through repeated satisfactory past experiences—repre- 
sents a most accessible area to the experimenter, of course. Studies of 
economic behavior also offer valuable possibilities for an analysis of habit 
formation. These studies may be extended to an analysis of the circum- 
stances under which behavior remains habitual and those under which 
habits are broken. 

There can be no doubt that habits are powerful among businessmen 
and consumers. Following established procedure or rule of thumb or act- 
ing in a routine way have often been described in studies of business 
behavior. If businessmen were to consider every item of information they 
receive—every piece of news, each letter or telephone call—as giving rise 
to a problem which needs to be studied and analyzed, they would have 
no time to conduct their business. In larger firms, delegation of authority 
is necessary; employees with lower status usually are given instructions 
and rules to follow rather than permission to make independent decisions. 
Many well-established business procedures find their origin in conven- 
tions that prevail in the entire trade or industry; others have been ace 
for long periods in the firm; others develop over relatively short spans 0 
time. Similarly, consumers often adopt ways of spending and saving that 
prevail in their country, their family, or social group, or ways acquired 
through their own experience. - ? 3 

We may enumerate some few forms of habitual business behavior 
which have been described recently. Price setting by manufacturers, 
wholesalers, and retailers appears to be frequently habitual [8, 11]. F Ei 
there are accounting conventions, such as division of costs into variable 
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and fixed costs, each of which is defined in specific ways. Second, there 
are rules about the usual margin to be added to fixed costs in order to 
determine the price. What is true about markups often applies also to 
markdowns. Retailers have developed habits that determine the selection 
of goods offered in clearance sales, as well as the extent of the price 
reductions. Accounting principles exist also as to depreciation charges, 
and habits have been developed with regard to the relation of deprecia- 
tion charges to replacement costs. Inventory control and decisions about 
changes in inventories represent a further area in which principles, rules, 
and habits govern the procedures used on a wide scale. 

Not much is known about how these forms of habitual practice de- 
veloped. It is conceivable that they all originated in calculation, careful 
analysis, and extensive deliberation. New ideas devised by one or another 
theoretician or practitioner may have been first tried out tentatively, then 
formalized in memoranda or books, and finally accepted as standard 
practice. The end result may be described from a psychological point of 
view as follows: To predict how a businessman (or firm) will act under 
given circumstances, it is best to find out how he has acted before under 
similar circumstances. 

Is this principle generally valid? More important still, is it true that 
the more often a given practice has been successfully applied in the past, 
the more probable it is that it will be applied again? Or do different 
principles determine under what conditions a habit or an established 
practice will or will not be followed? 

We turn to a study of manufacturers’ decisions to embark on an ex- 
pansion project involving expenditures for new plants and machinery 
[17]. Such projects were most frequent among organizations whose 
executives described the current situation and the prospects of the firm as 
favorable, It was found that a rising trend of sales often induced manu- 
facturing firms to undertake expansion projects as a matter of course. 
But the correlation between the two variables—(1) satisfaction with re- 
cent past and optimism about expected sales trends and (2) frequency 
of expansion projects—was far from perfect. A great many firms did not 
expand in spite of an optimistic outlook, and many firms decided upon 
expansion projects in spite of what their executives called “an unsatisfac- 
tory situation and unfavorable prospects.” These instances are of par- 
ticular importance for economic research because they may bring forth, 
or may contribute to, a reversal of prevailing economic trends. Detailed 
interviews with executives revealed that expansion under unfavorable 
conditions resulted from what the psychologist calls “problem solving.” 
Under the impact of strong motivational forces, careful deliberation and 
the weighing of alternative courses of action took place. The firms €x- 
periencing strong pressures (by competitors or by the threat of large 
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losses) embarked on a search among different possible courses of action, 
such as taking up new products, changing the quality of products, or 
closing certain plants. If expansion was undertaken, it was a deliberate 
choice among several possibilities. In contrast, expansion undertaken 
under the impact of rising sales was described as “automatic,” or as 
“something that is always done.” 

Traditional norms, long-established rules, and habit have been found 
to play a dominant role in determining the borrowing practices of busi- 
ness firms [13]. The policy of certain firms calls for all financing to be 
done from the firm’s own funds; the policy of other firms is governed by 
the principle that short-term bank credit should be used exclusively for 
short-term purposes, such as providing working capital or seasonal credit; 
in still other firms, all funds mingle, and business is regarded as making 
use of other people’s money. Following the established principle is auto- 
matic; deviating from it calls for high-level decisions which are carefully 
considered under the pressure of strong motivational forces. Reorganiza- 
tion of the field is a good description of what takes place. Important new 
events, such as outbreak of war, change in government policies, or change 
in the management of the firm, may serve as precipitating circumstances. 
Attitudes and expectations of the managers play no significant role when 
the investment or financing decisions are habitual; changes in their feel- 
ings of security or confidence and in their hopes and fears play a large 
role when genuinely new decisions are taken. When no precipitating 
circumstances exist, no problems are seen. and problem solving does not 
take place. 7 

Turning to consumer studies, we find the most common instances of 
habitual behavior in frequent small purchases, in buying the same prod- 
ucts in the same store, in what has been called “brand loyalty,” and also 
in budgeting practices. In contrast, the assumption is sometimes made 
that rare purchases which involve large amounts of money are made with 
circumspection and careful deliberation. In a study of purchases of tele- 
vision sets, refrigerators, washing machines, and kitchen ranges, this 
assumption was not confirmed [33]. In a substantial number of these 
purchases there was no discussion among family members, no long plan- 
ning period, no consideration of alternatives, no information rater n 
shopping around in several stores, and no consideration of differen 
brands. Why should this be? Are high-income people or people of certain 
personality types the ones who do not care and purchase on one 
household goods without deliberation? The study revealed t A Nr 
were more important factors than income and personality whic se; 
counted for an absence of deliberation. Some of these were urgent nee 


for an article, the notion that a unique opportunity to buy was available, 


and satisfaction with a similar article previously used. These were some 
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of the major conditions under which problem-solving behavior was not 
resorted to. In the absence of these conditions, problem solving was 
sometimes fragmentary or superficial, but not entirely lacking. 

Exploration of the possible role of habit in consumer behavior has 
contributed to the clarification of a central problem of postwar economic 
research. During World War II, a large proportion of the American 
people acquired liquid assets (bank deposits, war bonds, and the like). 
Would ownership of liquid money stimulate spending because money 
“burns holes in people’s pockets,” or because it reduces the incentives to 
save? More generally, is spending or saving a function of asset holdings, 
in addition to being a function of income? Most economists answered 
these questions in the affirmative on a priori grounds, and these answers 
had grave consequences for predicting postwar economic trends. One 
way of testing the hypothesis was by asking this question: How does 
saving (the proportion of income saved) differ among families who are 
similar in many respects (especially regarding their income), but who 
differ in the amounts of their liquid assets? The finding most relevant for 
our problem was this: Among families with “large” liquid-asset holdings, 
there were more large savers (those who saved 25 per cent or more of 
their income) as well as more dissavers (those who spent more than 
their income) than there were among families with “small” liquid-asset 
holdings; the latter predominantly saved a small proportion of their in- 
come. In other words, overspending is encouraged by large liquid-asset 
holdings among some, but by no means all, people. The finding that 
many holders of large liquid assets saved a substantial proportion of their 
income should not have come as a surprise. It should have been expected 
on the basis of psychological considerations. Large liquid-asset holdings 
are most commonly the result of enduring past saving efforts; in attempt- 
ing to predict the future saving behavior of people who have been large 
savers in the recent past, should it not be assumed that some of these 
people will continue to behave as they did before? Whether or not past 
saving habits are continued seems to depend on the attitudes and the level 
of aspirations of the savers.’ 


Expectations and Their Influence 

Expectations represent a factor of great influence on spending and 
saving behavior. The study of the origin and the effects of economic 
expectations is of interest to the economist as well as to the psychologist. 


We shall first turn to a discussion of price expectations and their influence 
on demand. 


"Economic research in contrast to psychological research is not satisfied with 
the finding that two different tendencies prevail among holders of large liquid 
assets, Economists are interested in the relative size of the two tendencies, that is, 
in the effect of large liquid assets on aggregate or mean saving [11, 16, 23, 24). 
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“What has happened in the past, people expect to happen in the 
future.” This thesis is well grounded in certain psychological theories and 
has been frequently accepted by economists. In terms of economic experi- 
ence, if prices (all prices or the prices of specific goods) have gone up for 
quite a while, it is probable that most people will expect further price 
increases; if they have gone down, it is probable that most people will 
expect further price decreases. On the other hand, it is also possible to 
argue that people form expectations on the basis of careful consideration 
of past developments (in our case, of a consideration of the causes and 
effects of past price changes). Then sometime they may discover that the 
current situation differs from the previous one, so that a continuation of 
past trends is not to be expected or even that their reversal is to be 
expected. 

Before discussing findings about the development of price expecta- 
tions, we may formulate certain generalizations about the effects of past 
and expected price changes. It follows from the so-called “law of supply 
and demand” that, other things being constant, if prices go up, the 
quantity demanded will decline; if prices go down, the quantity de- 
manded will increase, This can be demonstrated for the entire economy 
and the general price level as follows: If the money available to buyers 
does not change and has been fully spent in period 1, then in period 2, 
in which prices are higher than in period 1, buyers can only purchase a 
smaller quantity than they were able to do in period 1, For individual 
products, the problem is more complicated because of differences in > 
price elasticity of the products; nevertheless, the thesis is believed to 
overwhelmingly correct and rational, ees 

Regarding the effect of price expectations, it 
in the light of assumptions about the rational or economic man that if 
people expect prices to go up, the quantity demanded will ne 
Obviously, it is prudent to buy before the price increase takes place, 
some people will be in a position to do so, Contrariwise, if people expect 
prices to go down, the quantity demanded will decline. In this case, aa 
will wait with some postponable purchases until the prices have dec oes 
These principles are a to apply to particular products as 
to the general price i ur 

ee oaychalogical point of view, it is not permisible to condder 
the two principles relating to past and future ee 
and independent. People’s time perspective extends bac ‚kward 
forward in a selective manner, This is implicit in our ear ol ne 
that price expectations might derive from the perception na = 
movements. If, however, we assume that people expect what 
pened before to happen again, then the postulates of the — en 
not yield any clear conclusions. A typical or frequent pe ie in- 
consist of past price increases and the expectation ae 
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creases. Yet past price increases have been postulated to cause a decline 
and expected price increases to cause an increase in the quantity de- 
manded. The converse is the case for past price decreases, coupled with 
the expectation of further price decreases. 

We shall turn now to an enumeration of some findings obtained in 
recent studies in which the author participated [16, 36]. Generalizations 
from empirical research are difficult because “other things” are rarely 
constant. Therefore, the following propositions about consumer behavior 
may not be generally valid, but restricted to the circumstances under 
which they were obtained. 

1. Past as well as expected price movements influence consumer 
behavior only when they are substantial. Small experienced or expected 
price changes usually do not induce consumers either to step up or to 
reduce their spending. What is substantial and what is small—in other 
words, how large the threshold is—may vary according to the situation 
and to past experience with price changes. 

2. Expectation of large price increases following actual price increases 
occurs under conditions of “inflationary fever” or “runaway inflation,” 
when distrust in the money prevails and causes buying waves. This has 
happened frequently in foreign countries under conditions of war or its 
aftermath. But in America, too, there have been certain relatively short 
periods when the fulfillment of expected price increases reinforced 
expectations of further increases. 

3. Sometimes past and expected price increases do not increase de- 
mand; rather, they elicit a feeling of being worse off and resentment 
against the price increases. If these feelings are coupled with the notion 
that the expected price increases will be small (“creeping inflation”), 
then demand may decline. This was the case in the United States in 1951 
and in 1957 when consumer demand for durable goods declined. 

4. Expectation of price increases can originate at a time when prices 
have been stable because of an understanding of impending developments. 
If the new developments represent a complete break with the past and if 
substantial price increases are expected, then buying in excess of one’s 
needs and stocking up may result. This was the case in the summer of 
1950, after the outbreak of war in Korea. On the other hand, expecta- 
tion of small price increases is often viewed as an adverse factor; people 
may feel that because of the price increases it will become harder to make 
ends meet. In the last few years, the great majority of people who ex- 
pected some price increases said that these increases would affect them 
and the economy adversely. 

5. The effect of past price declines on demand depends on price 
expectations. If price reductions are viewed as the beginning of further 
price reductions, the quantity demanded declines. If the price reductions 
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are considered temporary, so that unique buying opportunities are 
perceived, the quantity demanded increases. This principle applies to 
specific goods, for instance, to “bargains” obtainable through clearance 
sales or discounts. The expectation of a decline in the general price level 
is usually viewed as a favorable factor, namely, as one which adds to the 
purchasing power of one’s income. 

6. Experience that prices have been stable, coupled with the expecta- 
tion that they will remain stable, stimulates buying. People become 
accustomed to prices that have persisted for quite a while, learn to con- 
sider them “right,” and gain confidence from the expectation of price 
stability. Anxiety about overpaying or about being able to purchase the 
same article cheaper at a later time is a deterrent to buying, and the 
absence of such anxiety is a stimulant. Habituation to prices appears to be 
a slow process. After the substantial price increases of 1950-1951, it was 
possible to observe over a period of eighteen months how the impression 
“Prices are too high” gradually declined in frequency and intensity and 
gave way to “Prices are stable.” 

Two rather general principles follow from our research on reactions 
to price movements. First, it appears that the meaning of price movements 
varies under different conditions and depends on the whole situation. In 
addition to the immediate stimuli, certain general affective or cognitive 
notions—that inflation is bad, for instance—are of importance. Second, 
it appears that expectations may result either from repeated past experi- 
ences or from an understanding of the circumstances which bring forth 
certain new developments. In addition, of course, the studies on reactions 
to price increases are of practical importance. Different measures are 
needed to fight runaway inflation and creeping inflation because consumer 
attitudes toward the two kinds of inflation differ greatly. i 

Differences in the form of expectations were relevant for the analysis 
of income expectations also. It became necessary to analyze separately 
temporary and permanent increases or decreases in income. An income 
change which the recipient viewed as permanent or a step toward further 
changes in the same direction had to be distinguished from one which he 
considered a temporary windfall or a temporary calamity. Both kinds of 
situation were found to occur frequently [10]. u h 

The study of the effects of income changes was stimulated by pon 
ciples of consumer behavior first announced by J. M. Keynes [21]; ae 
one aspect of these studies will be reported here briefly. Keynes assume 
that the habitual standard of life would persist for a while after both 
income increases and income decreases. On the other hand, psychological 
principles made it improbable that both favorable a ae 
developments (rewards as well as punishments) would elicit ae Ea 
of spending habits. Empirical studies during the postwar years in Americ 
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confirmed the assumption that expenditures would not be universally 
restricted under the impact of income decline. But spending habits were 
readily altered by many people under the impact of rising incomes. Rather 
than maintaining their habitual standard of life, many families were found 
to have gone into debt or to have liquidated previously accumulated 
savings in order to acquire some needed goods when their incomes rose 
and were expected to rise further. 

These studies indicated that borrowing is not generally associated with 
poverty or distress [9]. On the contrary, buying durable goods on install- 
ment and buying houses with a large mortgage debt occurs frequently 
with improved conditions and optimistic expectations. Not uncommonly, 
debt is incurred when cash is available to purchase the desired goods. 
This apparently irrational behavior appears to be due partly to people’s 
awareness of their own saving habits. Some people doubt that they would 
have the fortitude to replenish their depleted bank deposits, while buying 
on installment necessitates the repayment of the debt and leaves the 
bank deposits intact. 

Since human beings are not calculating mechanisms, the concept 
of the rational man is of no use in economic psychology. On the other 
hand, the concept of rational behavior, representing one of several possi- 
ble forms of behavior, is worth analysis, although such analysis has been 
greatly neglected in psychology [12]. Studies of business and consumer 
behavior make an operational definition of this concept possible. Careful 
deliberation, seeking of information, and consideration of alternative 
courses of action have been found to be characteristic features of rational 
behavior. Such behavior, then, resembles to some extent the behavior 
studied in problem-solving experiments. When psychologists experimented 
with problem solving, they usually started with giving a problem to the 
subjects, who were externally motivated to work on it. In contrast to such 
experiments, economic behavior offers opportunities to study the condi- 
tions under which problem solving occurs. 

The major alternative to problem-solving behavior appears to be 
habitual behavior—doing what one has done before under similar circum- 
stances—not impulsive or ununderstandable behavior. Businessmen and 
consumers abandon habitual behavior when they perceive themselves to 
be in a new situation, that is, when a reorganization of the psychological 
field is called for. 


SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 


Instability of Attitudes and Social Learning 


When we referred to the influence of attitudes on business-cycle trends 
in the preceding sections, we implied that very many consumers may have 
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changed their attitudes in the same direction at the same time, If eco- 
nomic attitudes and expectations were fairly stable, being dependent 
solely on personality factors, the optimism of some people and the pessi- 
mism of others might cancel out without affecting the economy as a 
whole. Economic attitudes are of importance only if this does not happen, 
as a rule. Studies carried out over the last ten years have brought ample 
confirmation that optimistic and pessimistic attitudes frequently do not 
cancel out. These studies support the following generalizations, which 
are in accordance with established principles of social psychology: 

1. New information will be apprehended in similar ways by very 
many people and especially by people with similar interests or by members 
of the same group, such as all, or many, businessmen. 

2. When information is apprehended in the same way by broad 
groups of people, similar attitudes will arise among many people and 
they will act in a similar manner. 

3. Action by some members of a group (¢g-, by some businessmen ) 
will facilitate similar action by other members of the same group. 

The spread of rumors has long been recognized as an important topic 
of social psychology. The same should be true of the spread of economic 
attitudes, such as price expectations, business outlook, feelings of confi- 
dence and security, or of distrust and insecurity. A major generalization 
which has emerged regarding the change and spread of such attitudes is 
this: 

If successive measurements yield similar agg c 
nomic attitudes or expectations, then it is likely that many individuals have 
changed their attitudes in one direction and many others in the opposite 
direction. If, however, in the aggregate there was a radical and substantial 
change in attitudes and expectations, then the direction of the change tends 
to be the same among most people and tends to bring forth similar changes 


in behavior [14]. 
first from an analysis of American 


This generalization was derived 
business-cycle developments associated with the Korean War. The out- 


break of this war had marked effects on the domestic economy [18]. The 
news of military reversals—in the summer of 1950, when the American 
troops were driven back to the southeastern corner of Korea, and in the 
winter of 1950, when American armies retreated several hundred miles 


from the Yalu River after the intervention of the Chinese—came as 


a shock to most people. Within a short time most businessmen and con- 
d war, which, it was 


sumers reacted to the news by expecting a third worl pitw 
thought, would bring about shortages in civilian goods and rapid price 
increases, The behavior of very many people underwent a sudden change. 
Businessmen stocked up on raw materials at sharply rising prices, and con- 
sumers purchased houses, automobiles, and other durable goods at an un- 


precedented rate. 


regate distributions in eco- 
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Early in 1951, consumer attitudes again changed radically. The situa- 
tion at that time was described as “cold war.” Cold war was understood 
to mean many years of tension and friction, a disagreeable state of the 
world in which taxes would be high because of large defense expenditures. 
However, in the absence of a shooting war there would not be shortages 
in civilian goods, The sharp price rise in 1950-1951 was resented, 
Although some further price increases were anticipated, consumers gen- 
erally reduced their rate of spending. 

The twelve months beginning with the summer of 1951 represented a 
period of gradual habituation to the cold war and the new price levels. 
There was no marked change in the attitudes of the American people as 
a whole, and increased optimism of some coincided with increased pessi- 
mism of others, 

Uniform and substantial changes in mass attitudes were observed 
again in the summer and fall of 1954. Relief that the then widely adver- 
tised depression had remained small, satisfaction with the prevailing price 
stability, and confidence in continued improvements in standards of 
living were found among the reasons for this change in public attitudes, 
which was followed by a substantial increase in the purchases of con- 
sumer durable goods [19]. 

In 1955 and 1956, there were no substantial changes in the distribu- 
tion of economic attitudes among American consumers. This plateau at 
a high level was, however, again characterized by frequent changes in the 
attitudes of individual people. Some people became more optimistic and 
others more pessimistic without significant changes in the aggregate. 

In June, 1957, and more pronouncedly toward the end of that year, 
a marked decline in consumer optimism was observed [15]. The majority 
of consumers reported having heard of unfavorable news and expressed 
anxiety about forthcoming business trends. The sentiment of some other 
people remained unchanged, and there were scarcely any people whose 
opinions and attitudes showed an improvement. 

The findings about the changes in the economic attitudes of the 
American people were derived from several surveys in which the same 
questions were asked from different representative cross sections of the 
population. By interrogating the same respondents in consecutive surveys 
that is, through the panel method, further relevant information could be 
obtained [14]. 

We shall first illustrate the type of information that can be obtained 
through the two methods of inquiry. By making two successive measure- 
ments with different samples, data of the kind shown on the top part of 
Table 1 are collected. For instance, we may find that response A was 
given by 50 per cent of a sample the first time and by 55 per cent of a 
sample the second time. This would represent a small change in the aggre- 
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gate distributions or in the “Marginals” (Case 1), Or regarding another 
question (or regarding the same question at another time), response A 
may be given by 50 per cent of a sample the first time and by 70 per cent 
the second time; this would represent a large change in the 


changing their responses. It is always to designate the "minimum 
turnover of individuals” which is red to forth a given marginal 
individual” 


in Table 1, which also presents an intermediate degree of turnover. 
In actual observations, neither the minimum nor the maximum rates 


Case 1a. Small marginal change and small turnover of individuals 
Case 1b. Small marginal change and large turnover of individuals 
Case 2a, Large marginal change and small tumover of individuals 
Case 2b. Large marginal change and large turnover of individuals 


Su we ask a sam of people about their ages on two succesive 
Pe tien six ele A Then we obtain data corresponding to 
Case 1a. The two successive age distributions will be quite similar and, 
in spite of occasional errors and misclassifications, relatively few individ- 
uals will be found to have given different answers; thus, a slight 
turnover of individuals will be apparent. Similar results were he 
regarding certain deep-seated and enduring attitudes. The question Je 
raised is: If we ask questions about people's financial notions 

expectations, which sometimes yield small and sometimes substantial 


changes in marginal distributions, will we then obtain small or large 
turnover rates? 
In studies carried out between 1954 and 1956, two comecutive 


i from 
urban le. Some of these attitudes showed small and others large 
matini] ee after intervals of six or twelve eT ell 
that two similar aggregate distributions (small marginal 
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pessimistic canceled out. Cross shifts were frequent, and the findings 
resembled what has been shown in Table 1 as “Intermediate turnover, 
Case 1.” When, however, the two consecutive aggregate distributions 
differed greatly, then in most cases only relatively few people swam 
against the current, so that the findings were not very different from the 
“Minimum turnover, Case 2” in Table 1. When optimism increased 
greatly, for instance, practically the entire population fell in either of two 
cells, those who had unchanged expectations and those who had improved 
expectations about the business outlook.* 


Taste 1. Mopets or MARGINAL CHANGE AND TURNOVER OF INDIVIDUALS 


Case 1 Case 2 
I II I I 
A 50 55 A 50 70 
Marginals B 50 45 B 50 30 
100% 100% 100% 100% 
ra 504,4 5m | 55ra 504,4 20z,4 | 70114 
Minimum turnover 0*4,2 455,5 | 4511p 0*4,B 305,» | 30m 
5014 501» | 100% 5014 50:2 | 100% 
35 20 55 35 35 70 
Intermediate turnover 15* 30 45 15* 15 30 
50 50 100% 50 50 100% 
j 5 50 55 20 50 70 
Maximum turnover 45* 0 45 30* 0 30 
50 50 100% 50 50 100% 


I = first measurement; II = later measurement; A = frequency of response A; 
B = frequency of response B. 


* This is the crucial cell indicating the frequency of changes contrary to the 
general trend. 


These studies then yield confirmation of the principle stated before. 
Substantial changes in mass attitudes reflect usually fairly uniform changes 
among very many people. Absence of substantial changes in mass atti- 
tudes, on the other hand, does not justify the conclusion that the attitudes 
of most individuals remained unchanged. 

t In one instance, that of small marginal change, large turnover of 
individuals, Case 1b, we may speak of instability of attitudes. Studies of 
the origin of such instability revealed that both changes in the personal 
situation of the respondents and the crudeness of the measuring methods 
may have contributed to it. Changers and nonchangers were found to 
differ from each other in what happened to them between the first and 


* Quantitative data and their statistical analysis are published in [14], 
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second measurement. The two groups also differed in many respects 
already at the time of the first measurement when some of their attitudes 
appeared to be the same. 

In the other important and frequent instance—large marginal change, 
small turnover, Case 2a,—we may speak of “social learning.” According 
to data obtained in the first survey, hardly any differences were found 
among those people who later changed and those who did not change 
their attitudes, Individual differences (e.g., income changes for some, 
but not for others) between the first and the second survey likewise did 
not provide an explanation of the findings. But one group was found to 
have learned something. It acquired information about the economy 
which corresponded to the change in expectations. The information was 
understood in a similar way by people belonging to the same group, and 
social facilitation reinforced the common attitudes, It appears that such 
learning represents a current against which it is rather difficult to swim. 
The current may counteract personal experiences of an opposite nature. 
A sharp increase in optimism about business trends, for instance, was 
found even among people with adverse personal experiences.” 

We have limited knowledge about the circumstances in which a 
current of opinion will develop and bring forth substantial and uniform 
changes in expectations. A study of economic developments or a content 
analysis of economic news transmitted in the summer of 1954 or 1957, for 
instance, would not have sufficed to predict the impact of the news on 
consumers. After having determined the changes in people’s attitudes, 
it was possible to relate the changes to certain information and thus to 
explain them. But it is not easy to determine in advance which news will 
become salient and influential. Therefore, measurement of attitudes and 
their changes remains indispensable. In 1951, in 1954, and again in 1957, 
it provided unexpected information on consumer sentiment and advance 
information on changes in the rate of consumer purchases of durable 
goods [16]. 


Explorations of Group Behavior 

Acceptance of the thesis about the uniformity of substantial changes in 
the economic attitudes of masses of consumers leads to new problems. One 
basic problem is this: A hundred or even fifty years ago, when news 
spread slowly and most people were ignorant of happenings outside their 
limited personal spheres, it was more difficult for incipient recessions and 
inflations to spread and snowball than it is today. Now, with rapid mass 


"Campbell and associates [4] make use of the author's study and, in analyzing 


i i istingui ‚hich move individuals selec- 
voting behavior, distinguish between personal forces whic i 
tively and social forces which move large sections of the population more or less 


simultaneously. 
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communication, every localized difficulty and small price increase becomes 
generally known and may give rise to mass hysteria. Therefore, too much 
information received by too many people may be thought to be detri- 
mental to economic stability. 

Do mass attitudes and expectations necessarily snowball and become 
cumulative and self-justifying? The fact that this may occur occasionally 
is well known. Some of us still remember the bank runs of the early 
thirties. Rumors led some people to withdraw their deposits from the 
banks, more and more people followed suit, and finally the expectation 
that a bank was not sound made itself correct; even strong banks could 
not withstand the runs. Similarly, we recall from the thirties the vicious 
circle in which a slight reduction in demand led to cutbacks in produc- 
tion, then to the expectation of lower incomes, to reduced incomes and 
curtailed demand, and so forth. Contrariwise, inflationary fever was 
experienced in Germany, France, China, and many other countries, 
People expected prices to go up, therefore spent their money rapidly, 
which made prices go up; then people expected prices to go up further, 
and so on. That such sequences can occur under certain circumstances is 
beyond doubt. The point to be made is that they need not happen. During 
the past ten years the typical reactions of the American people have been 
different. To characterize them briefly, reactions seemed to be based on 
the notion that what goes up must come down. We have repeatedly 
experienced small recessions and small inflationary movements which were 
soon arrested and did not develop into depressions or runaway inflations. 

Determining the conditions under which the one or the other form of 
behavior is most likely is a crucial economic problem as well as a psycho- 
logical one. Tentatively, the following hypothesis may be advanced: 
Mass behavior consisting of cumulative and self-justifying expectations 
may be viewed as a form of catastrophic behavior. The masses resist 
speculative fever or despondency unless their sanity is crushed by a series 
of repeated shocks. The basis of mass sanity may be found in the desire 
to understand the reasons for developments that take place. News and 
rumors which are not clearly understood may be accepted for a short 
ie but will not sustain action by very many people over long periods 

It hardly need be said that a variety of studies must be conducted 
under different conditions before these assumptions can be confirmed. 
Nevertheless, past experience permits us to draw a negative conclusion— 
the thesis that expectations are generally self-fulfilling cannot be accepted. 
For this thesis to be correct, most people would have to act according to 
their expectations, and expectations and corresponding action would have 
to be sustained over long periods. But, as shown before in analyzing their 
origin, expectations do not necessarily or generally follow past trends. 
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These considerations represent a beginning of an analysis of mass 
behavior. Probably there are always leaders whose attitudes and opinions 
change first and whose actions stimulate similar behavior by other people. 
The role of opinion leaders could have been mentioned in our carlier 
discussion of the developments in 1954; we could have reported that 
upper-income people became optimistic earlier than lower-income people. 
Are upper-income people necessarily opinion leaders in economic matters? 
In studying the change in attitudes during the downturn in 1957 and the 
upturn during 1958, no income differences were found. Information 
derived from sources other than surveys of consumer attitudes must there- 
fore be consulted to answer the question. 

Katz and Lazarsfeld [20] contrasted the popular notion that the 
process of influence is vertical with the idea that there is horizontal 
opinion leadership. In the latter case, influence does not move downward 
from high-status or high-prestige levels. Marketing leaders were found in 
almost equal numbers at high-, middle-, and low-status levels. The 
authors conclude that each status level has its own core of opinion 
leaders, 

Yet some aspects of what may be called “American tradition,” such 
as the importance attached to upward mobility, may seem to confirm 
the notion that the “rich” are the opinion leaders. We may put forth a 
more precise assumption as follows: The mode of living of the top income 
groups at a given time will be imitated by others; ten or twenty-five years 
later, similar modes of living will be found among broad population 
groups. Experience from the last few decades may serve to contradict the 
hypothesis. Fifty years ago “conspicuous consumption”’—marked by large 
mansions with many servants, lavish parties, high expenditures on dress, 
jewelry, as well as on art objects—characterized the mode of living of the 
rich, There is, however, hardly any evidence that these expenditure 
patterns have been imitated by the broader upper-income groups—the 
size of which has been growing rapidly in the last twenty years—and 
possibly they have disappeared by now even among the very rich. Did this 
happen because today’s rich are less wealthy, or because broad groups of 
upper-middle income people have become the opinion leaders? Without 
being able to answer this question, we may point to certain new and 
generally accepted forms of living which were not initiated by the highest 
income groups. The use of labor-saving household equipment, shopping 
in department stores and supermarkets (rather than in exclusive specialty 
Stores), vacation trips by car with stops at motels (rather than trips to 
resort hotels) or fishing and camping trips—these are some examples of 
ways of life in which broad groups of the upper-middle class (say, in the 
$5,000 to $10,000 income brackets) appear to have been the leaders. 

The last paragraph was intended to point to problems of social 
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psychology about which we know far too little, but which may be studied 
in the area of economic behavior. The introduction and acceptance of 
new consumer goods represent specific problems of great social-psycho- 
logical significance. Investigations by William H. Whyte, Jr., on new 
suburban developments—specifically on the spread of room air condi- 
tioners in certain neighborhoods—must be mentioned in this connection 
[46, 47]. David Riesman [39, 40] has provided us with valuable insights 
about the changes that have taken place in style of life as well as in the 
predominant character types. Changes in economic attitudes—for in- 
stance, in attitudes toward property and business—play a substantial role 
in Riesman’s arguments, and one of his major points is that American 
society has become increasingly consumption-oriented. Regarding con- 
sumption patterns, Riesman notes a growing tendency toward uniformity 
and the acceptance of a “standard package.” Of particular importance 
for social psychology are Riesman’s observations on the influence of chil- 
dren on consumption patterns. 

An analysis of the rate of acceptance of innovations must deal with 
psychological problems. Some technological innovations were quickly 
accepted by consumers and have become part of the American life within 
a short time. Television sets, automatic washing machines, and automatic 
gearshifts may serve as examples from the postwar period. Other innova- 
tions have been much less successful when measured by their rate of 
penetration. Neglecting any goods which may be classified as failures, 
dishwashers may be named as an example of slow penetration. Is the 
difference due to technological factors or to advertising and salesmanship? 
It is not possible as yet to give a definite answer to this question, but it 
appears that there have been other reasons too. Prior to the introduction 
of the innovations, people are not usually aware of needing them. Needs 
must be stimulated. It is probable that there are differences as to what 
kinds of needs can be successfully stimulated. 

We may ask further about the kind of people who will accept new 
articles at an early stage. It appears that education as well as ownership 
of a large number of widely accepted articles are among the variables 
which differentiate between leaders and followers [34]. Is there, in addi- 
tion, a separate factor of “innovation-mindedness”? Are people of certain 
personality types especially attracted by new or modern things? Here 
again, we cannot do more than point to an area worth studying. 

We have made no reference yet to studies of face-to-face groups, 
which are among the most popular investigations of social psychology: 
The greatest contribution of economic psychology in this area is to be 
expected from business-enterprise research. The business firm, in addition 
to being a legal entity, is a group in the sociopsychological sense [2, 11]. 
Most commonly, executives of a firm and sometimes also lower-level em- 
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ployces identify themselves with the firm and strive for it, although they 
attribute to it an existence independent from their private lives. Naturally, 
there are exceptions, but nowadays in America executives whose sole aim 
is to profit from manipulating their firms (milking the enterprise) appear 
to be rare. 

Personal relations play a substantial role in business life, both in an 
individual firm and among several firms. Studies of management and 
human relations have clarified relations in individual firms to some ex- 
tent, although the relations between management and employees have 
been studied more thoroughly than the relations among executives, Only 
isolated observations of groups of several firms seem to be available, In 
interview surveys, business executives revealed, for instance, that the 
relations between their firm and their banks consisted to a large extent of 
personal relations between business executives and bankers, Tradition, 
habits, and personal friendship frequently determine not only to whom to 
turn for advice, but also from which bank to borrow money [13]. Acting 
in the same way as other business firms do—be it regarding plant expan- 
sion, introducing new products, or increasing or decreasing inventories 
— may be greatly facilitated by frequent personal contact between execu- 
tives of all leading firms. Group membership may explain the observa- 
tions that overexuberance or overcaution are manifested at the same time 
by very many businessmen. It is probable, then, that mutual reinforce- 
ment of attitudes is more common among business leaders than among 
the unorganized consumers [16, chap. 14). 


MOTIVATION 


Multiplicity of Motives 

Whether all economic behavior is viewed as motivated behavior is a 
matter of definition. The broad definition is often derived from the notion 
that economic behavior is necessarily purposive and instrumental. Alter- 
natively, however, one may choose a narrower definition of motivated 
behavior by excluding habitual or routine behavior, which hardly varies 
under the impact of different motives (or of different attitudes and ex- 
pectations). This narrower view is in accord with the definition of a 
motive by McClelland and his colleagues as a “goal-oriented free choice 
with habit and situational factors controlled” [30, p. 38*]. Whether the 
broader or narrower definition of motivation is accepted, there can be 
no doubt that economic behavior offers vast opportunities for the study 
of motivation. 
_ ‘See also p. 252, where motives are contrasted with habits and specific associa- 
tions, 
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Two major considerations have governed the studies on motivation” 
in which the author has participated. The first concerns the multiplicity 
of motives; the second deals with effects of the gratification of motives 
and the influence which the achievement of goals may have on levels of 
aspiration. Both principles reflect concern with changes in motives under 
changing circumstances. 

Classical economic theory postulates a single, comprehensive motive 
—maximization of utilities or profits—and resembles in this formal sense 
a one-drive theory. In contrast, economic psychology starts with postulat- 
ing multiplicity of motives. Motives of different people or the same person 
under different circumstances may differ; in addition, most units of be- 
havior are multimotivated.’ In field-theoretical terms, different forces 
play a role at the same time; some of them reinforce each other, whil 
others conflict with each other. To be sure, it is possible to assume that 
ultimately all different forces reflect the operation of one single motive. 
By making this assumption, however, we lose information; the study of 
different effects of different motivational forces as well as the study of 
changes in motives is ruled out by such a comprehensive one-motive 
theory. 

Some analysts of contemporary business life, dissatisfied with postu- 
lating only the profit maximization motive, have produced lengthy lists 
of other prevailing motives [among more recent American books, see 7 
and 37]. Striving for power and for the approbation of others, as well 
as security motives, have been given great prominence. The mere listing 
of different motives is not of great usefulness, however. Progress will be 
achieved only if we can specify the circumstances in which certain mo- 
tives (or, more correctly, certain configurations or patterns of motives) 
will be particularly prevalent and if we can also demonstrate different 
behavioral effects associated with different motives. Along these lines the 
author has advanced the hypothesis—evidence for which is still fragmen- 
tary—that striving for short-range pecuniary goals will be common under 
the impact of unfavorable developments, while under the impact of 
favorable developments, striving for long-range objectives and non- 
pecuniary goals will predominate [11, p. 206 ff.]. Differences in the pre- 
vailing time perspective of business executives have been observed and 
appear to be associated with different motives, as well as different forms 
of behavior. 

Similarly, it will be important to specify the conditions—cultural, 
societal, and relating to the situation of the firm—under which (1) se- 
curity motives prevail (to stay in business, to avoid losses, or maintaining. 
one’s share in the business), (2) slow and gradual growth is sought (to } 


“Cf. Maslow: “It is unusual, not usual, that an act or a conscious wish have 
but one motivation” (31, p. 28]. 
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make “satisfactory” profits, to increase business volume without undue 
risks), or (3) speculative motives predominate (to get rich quick). Pos- 
sibly the most fruitful research procedure will consist of a study of deci- 
sion formation. In an analysis of decisions about plant expansion, for 
instance, it was possible to determine some of the forces which favored 
the decision to expand as well as some of those which worked in the 
opposite direction [17]. The same should be true of many other choices 
made by business executives about external financing, inventories, or 
production rates, for instance. 

If business firms are “satisficing” rather than maximizing, as H. A. 
Simon [42] postulates,’ an array of psychological problems arises, What 
profits will satisfy? Undoubtedly, what is regarded as satisfactory does 
not depend entirely on situational factors; therefore, the respective roles 
of personality, past experience, and aspirations need to be studied. 

Diverse aspects of consumer motivation have already been mentioned 
in this paper. Reference may be made again to the finding that more 
United States savings bonds were bought when several motives pushed 
a person in this direction than when, apparently, a single motive pre- 
vailed. Similarly, life insurance holdings and purchases were found to be 
relatively large among people who, in addition to the common motive of 
protection against unexpected risks, thought of life insurance as a good 
way to save [32]. Furthermore, purchases of automobiles, television sets, 
and other large household items were found to occur more frequently 
among people who felt “better off” than before and who expected fur- 
ther progress in their financial situation. It may be assumed, therefore, 
that striving for advancement is a motivating factor which, in our present 
society, drives many people toward gratification of needs for durable 
goods rather than toward the accumulation of reserve funds. Motives of 
self-enhancement as well as such social motives as prestige and imitation 
also probably play a role in such purchases. 

Recent studies of motives to purchase houses for owner occupancy 
indicated felt needs such as the desire for a larger house because of an 
increased number of children or the desire for modern conveniences; they 
also pointed up additional powerful motives such as the desire to live in 
a “nice” neighborhood (suburb) or the desire to be a home owner and 
thereby a “substantial citizen” rather than a renter. There are many in- 
stances in which dissatisfaction and discomfort appear to be the major 
driving forces, but in the recent years of increasing prosperity a growing 
Proportion of purchases of houses and durable goods appears to fall into 
the category of “upgrading.” Home ownership or location in a favorable 

“The author also put forth the hypothesis that striving for satisfactory profits is 
a common feature of the currently prevailing motivational patterns in American 
business [11, p. 201 ff}. 
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neighborhood are viewed as positive values for which people strive. There 
is some indication that the rate of purchases increases when the purchases 
satisfy positive needs rather than when they derive from negative 
motives [16, 19]. 


Saturation 


A discussion of the dynamics of gratification of needs may well begin 
with a description of an economic problem of great importance in recent 
studies of short-term business fluctuations. This is the problem of satura- 
tion with consumer goods. In speculating about the reasons for buying 
automobiles and other durable goods, one might start with the assump- 
tion that the needs of people who do not have these articles, or who have 
old articles which no longer function satisfactorily, are more pressing 
than the needs of those who possess technologically satisfactory goods. It 
might then be concluded that the major market for automobiles and 
electrical appliances would consist of people who did not have them or 
whose cars and appliances were old and worn out. It might further fol- 
low that periods of large purchases would inevitably lead to periods of 
slump; during the former periods many people would have satisfied 
their needs, and a downturn in the market would be inevitable until 
many articles had worn out or even ceased to function. Thus prosperity, 
consisting of large-scale buying, would be seen as its own gravedigger. 

Similar mechanisms might be expected to operate regarding other 
economic satisfactions. Take, for instance, striving for higher income. 
Is this motivation stronger among people with low incomes than among 
people with high incomes? Does striving for advancement gradually 
weaken, the more one has achieved? A similar problem has already been 
mentioned regarding liquid assets. It follows from the assumptions just 
presented that people with substantial liquid assets would have less incen- 
tive to add to them than people with small assets. Yet we have referred 
to findings which appear to contradict the general validity of this 
assumption. 

These problems concern basic issues of the theory of motivation. In 
the past, psychologists have frequently considered biological needs as the 
prototype of motivational processes and have regarded reduction of ten- 
sion or of anxiety as the fundamental driving force. Do all motives derive 
from deprivation, discomfort, or the disturbance of the equilibrium? We 
know that gratification of needs may reduce motive strength. But is this 
generally true, or do different mechanisms operate in the case of social or 
economic motives? 

Studies of economic behavior have provided evidence in support of 
the assumption that gratification of needs often arouses new desires. 
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Similarly, some findings about economic motivation seem to be in accord 
with the theory of levels of aspiration as developed by Lewin and his 
associates [e.g., 29]. It appears that contentment is not the typical re- 
sponse to achieving what one has been striving for. On the contrary, 
achievement commonly serves to raise one’s sights and to induce striving 
for more. Failure and frustration, rather than accomplishment, serve to 
reduce motive strength. 

Let us examine specific instances. A promotion or a raise in salary 
for which we strive may appear to us as something which, if obtained, 
will bring satisfaction and contentment. But after the better position or 
the higher income has been achieved, our outlook may change. The new 
position may then be seen as a step toward further advancement; grati- 
fication may create new ambitions. The level of aspiration may be raised 
with accomplishment. r 

Or we may consider the act of purchasing a greatly desired auto- 
mobile. Before the purchase the car had priority in the buyer’s and his 
family’s thinking; before the car was bought, remodeling the kitchen or 
buying new furniture or a larger and newer television set appeared im- 
possible and even unnecessary. After the car was bought, those needs 
may have assumed great importance. To quote Maslow, who postulated 
more broadly and with somewhat different notions in mind: “The most 
basic consequence of satiation of any need is that this need is submerged 
and a new and higher need emerges” [31, p. 108]. Is this the general 
rule, or can we specify the conditions under which this type of dynamic 
process is more or less likely to prevail? We turn to survey findings for a 
study of this problem. 

It is well known that the ownership of homes and durable goods has 
increased greatly during the past ten years. At present, more than 60 per 
cent of urban families own their homes; cars, refrigerators, washing 
machines, kitchen ranges, and television sets are owned by 75 to 90 per 
cent of urban families. Furthermore, many of these goods are quite new 
and most of them are in what their owners call “good condition.” bees 

In recent sample interview surveys, it was found that the majority 
of American families had made some purchases of durable goods or spent 
money around the house during the preceding twelve months. Following 
the inquiry about past expenditures, respondents were ‚asked the ques- 
tion: Regarding the future, are there any special expenditures you would 
really like to make this year or next year? In reply, most people men- 
tioned certain expenditures which they would like to make and only 20 
to 25 per cent said “No.” Among the latter, some said that they could 
not afford to spend on anything. These people were in such strained cir- 
cumstances that they did not even express wishes. Others said that they 
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had no special desires or that they were quite well supplied. Those who 
made the latter response were predominantly older people rather than 
well-to-do people. 

Some of the goods people wanted to buy were new goods not then 
owned by them. But regarding automobiles, washing machines, and re- 
frigerators, for instance, only a small part of current demand stems from 
nonowners. Understandably, then, in our studies, most of those who 
spoke of needing a new car or a new household appliance thought of 
replacing an article already in their possession. A possible hypothesis to 
explain replacement demand is the one mentioned before: People who 
have articles which are no longer in good operating condition or are old 
are those who replace them. It was possible to contradict this hypothesis 
and to show that the majority of expressed replacement needs originated 
from people who said that their cars, refrigerators, television sets, etc., 
were in good condition and were relatively new [34]. 

Why should owners of durable goods which in their own opinion 
are in good condition wish to replace them? The most important reason 
revealed by our studies consists of new features or improvements in new 
models. Most of those who expressed replacement needs could be shown 
to be aware of and attracted by new features relating to appearance, per- 
formance, or comfort which the articles owned by them did not have. 
Upgrading, to use this marketing term again, represents a psychological 
process which consists of being attracted by certain articles and becoming 
dissatisfied with one’s possessions. 

1 It appears, then, that people who own durable goods in good condi- 
tion are not necessarily satiated; moreover, saturation is not an inevitable 
consequence of large recent purchases. Yet these findings do not suffice. 
We know that durable-goods sales fluctuate greatly. We must therefore 
ask, “What can bring about absence of demand or even bring a feeling 
of saturation?” The best answer we can give to this question is “Adverse 
attitudes.” Most American families have an abundance of unsatisfied 
needs. Under what conditions are needs most likely transformed into 
effective demand? When people feel optimistic, confident, and secure. 
On the other hand, they are saturated when they are pessimistic, inse- 
cure, and when their past endeavors have been unsuccessful. 

In 1957 and in 1960 when, following a period of large consumer 
demand, there was a substantial decline in consumer purchases of dur- 
able goods, market analysts commonly attributed the decline to satura- 
tion. But surveys disclosed—even prior to the decline in demand—that 
consumers’ attitudes and expectations toward their own as well as the 
country’s economic situation had undergone a change. Saturation itsel 
is an attitude. The feeling of being saturated and being contented is not 
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a function of one’s possessions or of one’s recent purchases alone; it is in- 
fluenced and may even be determined by intervening variables. In order 
to predict when feelings of saturation will arise, it is necessary to study 
changes in people’s motives, attitudes, and expectations. 

The large-scale demand for consumer durable goods which this 
country has experienced during the fifties can be understood only within 
a broad framework. Surveys have shown that during those years the 
American people on the whole have been satisfied. The great majority 
of urban families said, for instance, that they were satisfied with their 
occupational progress, that their current income was about what it should 
be, that they were satisfied with their standard of living, that they mostly 
had had good breaks in the past, and that they expected to have better 
positions and incomes a few years hence. The Depression of the thirties 
has been forgotten by most people and js viewed as something which can- 
not happen again. Improving a way of life by constantly acquiring new 
good things—this is considered something to which most people feel 
entitled [16, chap- 11]. 

It does not follow from these findings that good times are self- 
perpetuating. As said before, expectations do not always originate in past 
developments. Moreover, disappointments and frustrations occur even IN 
good times, especially when levels of aspiration are set too high. The 
attitudes of the individuals and their social reinforcement, which—if 
our thesis is correct—have greatly contributed to the recent American 
prosperity, could undergo substantial changes in the future. 

Toward the beginning of 1958, consumer demand for durable goods 
declined sharply, as did business investment, and unemployment rose 
greatly. Feelings of uneasiness, dissatisfaction with prevailing prices, and 
pessimistic attitudes toward financial prospects in the near future were 
found to spread among consumers as early as the summer of 1957; these 
d greatly toward the end of that year, when only unfavor- 
able news was salient for most people. (There had been favorable business 
news in the fall of 1957, but most people were found to have paid no 


attention to it.) Yet the recession of 1958 did not last long. In addition 


to certain government measures and inventory policies of business firms, 


the behavior of consumers was responsible for the quick upturn in eco- 
nomic conditions. Only the immediate prospects appeared gloomy to 


the American people in 1958. Most consumers, even if hard hit, main- 


tained the notion that the next several years would be years of favorable 


economic climate. Motivations to strive for improving one’s standard 
of living were not abandoned. To be sure, the purchase of goods not 
immediately needed was postponed, but expenditures on nondurables 
and services remained high during the recession, and served as a stim- 


feelings increase 
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ulus to the economy. Possibly a recession—in contrast to a depression—is 
characterized by a deterioration of short-range expectations and a main- 
tenance of optimistic long-range expectations [15, 16]. 


METHODS OF OUTLOOK 


One important aspect of the relationship between psychological 
and economic studies has not yet been discussed in this paper. The major 
methodological tool of economic psychology is the sample interview 
survey. Sociologists, psychologists, and sampling statisticians have con- 
tributed to the development of survey methods. This is not the place 
to describe these methods (3, 5, 22],” which range from brief mailed 
checklists to detailed personal interviews that probe into elusive motiva- 
tional forces, Obviously, studies of changes in motives, attitudes, and 
expectations require psychological techniques of interviewing and cannot 
be accomplished with census-type fact-gathering methods. 

In whose attitudes are we interested when we make economic-psy- 
chological surveys? Even though the subjects of all behavioral research 
are individuals, some such research is oriented toward large groups or 
aggregates and some toward individual people. Economic research, 
market research, and research in economic psychology all seek to obtain 
data relating to aggregates. But in clinical psychology, for instance, re- 


pinpointing the individuals who will increase their rate of spending or 
saving. 

Obviously, motives, attitudes, intentions, hopes, and fears exist only 
in individuals (although, of course, they may be group-determined or 
group-influenced). How can psychological studies about how individuals 
feel and think be relevant for the national demand for all goods or for 


or the economy. 

The Survey method, based on representative samples, constitutes 
such a bridge. It enables the investigator to find out which attitudes and 
motives are more or less frequent in the entire nation or among large 

"Relevant also are the reports on the annual Surveys of Consumer Finances 


[43a, 43b, 44] and the evaluation of economic surveys by consulting committees 
established by the Federal Reserve Board [45]. 
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subgroups of the population, such as the upper-income people or the 
inhabitants of large towns. Studies made with samples which are not 
known to be representative cannot give quantitative information on the 
frequency with which attitudes and opinions are held. Furthermore, such 
studies are not replicable and therefore do not yield measures about 
how attitudes have changed over time. 

Deliberation and saturation, to mention just two of the concepts 
introduced and analyzed in this paper, occur in individual people. The 
studies of the conditions under which deliberation and saturation take 
place have been conducted with individuals. But these individuals were 
members of a sample which represented all consumers in the country. 
Therefore it was possible to arrive at generalizations regarding the ef- 
fects, for instance, of saturation or its absence for the entire economy. 

The two major functions of survey research are the establishment 
of time trends and the establishment of functional relations among var- 
iables. How current opinions or expectations differ from those held some 
time ago is not only of historical interest, but of the utmost significance 
for predicting what will happen. Determining which opinions and atti- 
tudes are correlated and what the relation is between psychological var- 
iables and action variables represent basic psychological research which 
is of great practical use at the same time. 

The two research functions are often used jointly, Suppose we ¢s- 
tablish that the expectation of good times to come and confidence in the 
future are correlated with increased purchases of durable goods. F urther, 
suppose that at a given time a representative sample of the American 
people expresses more optimistic expectations and greater confidence 
than it did six or twelve months earlier. Then we may conclude that an 
increase in spending on durable goods is likely [16]. These procedures 
were applied by the Survey Research Center in preparing and publishing 
an Index of Consumer Altitudes and Inclinations to Buy durable goods. 
The measurements required for computing the index have been made 
two, three, or four times a year since 1952 [16, 19, 35]. 

Individual motives are manifold and elusive. Even with the use of 
time-consuming clinical methods, the complete picture of underlying 
motivations of an individual can hardly ever be revealed. The survey 
method must remain on a rather superficial level. How deep is it neces- 
sary to dig? With what degree of superficiality and generality should we 
be satisfied? P 

In studying predispositions for a curtailment of total demand, that 
is, factors conducive to a depression, we may safely neglect such fac- 
tors as the Oedipus complex or the influence of stern or permisive 
fathers. It is hardly possible to assume that the frequency of such in- 
fluences was different in 1930 from what it was in 1928. Or if we analyze 
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the current housing demand, we may restrict ourselves to studying such 
surface hopes and fears as desires for living in a “nice” neighborhood 
where children can be brought up without being in close contact with 
juvenile gangs; we need go no further in studying underlying psychologi- 
cal factors. Similarly, if we study the desire and demand for a second car, 
we may concentrate on such factors as the suburban wife’s freely ex- 
pressed dissatisfaction when her husband uses the family car to commute 
to work." 

The interviewing techniques used in economic psychology consist 
primarily of open questions or what has been called the “fixed-question- 
free-answer method” of interviewing. The questions are asked in a con- 
versational atmosphere after rapport has been established between inter- 
viewer and respondent, Sometimes the open questions are made “pro- 
jective” or are used in an impersonal way instead of referring to the re- 
spondent himself. Sometimes the question is put in the form of a story; 
for instance, the interviewer may tell about certain actions of a Mr. Smith 
and ask the respondent what he thinks of Mr. Smith. Presenting pic- 
tures and asking about them represents a similar technique. Whether a 
picture of a woman hesitating between a bank and a dress shop is used, 
4 story told, or a set of open questions asked, the choice represents a dif- 
ference in technique, not in fundamental research design. In any case, 
we need quantitative information about the frequency of the attitudes 
revealed and must, therefore, address the same set of questions to cach 
member of a representative sample. 

No mention has been made of experiments as yet. Although they 
probably can be used in economic psychology, up to now they have not 
contributed much to a better understanding of the economic behavior of 
businessmen and consumers, Experimental studies of the decision-making 
process have been intended primarily to investigate choice behavior under 
certain artificially restricted conditions (e.g; gambling situations in 
which complete or fairly complete information was given about chances 
and risks). It has not yet been shown that an experimental clarification 
of postulates of economic theory about rational behavior has direct rel- 
evance to the understanding of how businessmen and consumers ac- 
tually behave. 

Some progress has been made in this respect recently by Siegel and 
Fouraker (41) who, through ingenious experiments, TAARE 
to a description of the bargaining process. Yet, again, the bargainers 

"On the other hand, in some phases of research on preferences for individual 
products it may be necessary to delve into deeper personality layers, Certain 
—— aversions for particular products may not be accounted for without 
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were given specific data on what profits they would make if they sold (or 
bought) different quantities of at different prices, and the study 


Psy- 
chology” in this volume) are challenging; simulation of behavior by com- 
puters represents a most interesting new methodological tool which may 
enhance our knowledge of economic behavior (see also 37a). 

As described in this paper, economicepsychological studies carried 
out in the recent past contributed to a better understanding of economic 
behavior, We know more now than we did twenty years ago about the 


is much less complete about the of changes in the motives and atti- 
tudes of masses of consumers and of businesmen, Some of the 


re deal MAAIE en protien of the da When, for instance, 
pear to deal with y. b 
the Survey Research Omi Index of Consumer Attitudes points down- 
ward—as was the case in 1957 and in the spring of 1960-—few of the 
readers of such newspaper reports realize the scope of the behavioral 
studies from which the findings are derived. Yet even short-term fore- 
casting is closely linked with the analysis of such questions as the com- 
ditions under whlch expuseoes felines pl awon OS (oe 
under which new attitudes become accepted 
learning), or the conditions under which gratification of needs stimulates 
the arousal of further wants—to mention some of the problems studied 
in this paper. Without basic research, any attempt to understand and 
to predict longer-range economic developments is bound to fail. The 


directed toward an analysis of the role of habits and their abandonment, 
or the change in attitudes and motivational patterns among broad social 
groups, for instance, may yield psychological insights and contribute to 
psychological theory. 
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Recent developments in economic theory have emphasized the de- 
pendence of economics on assumptions regarding the motivations of 
economic behavior, Economists naturally turn to psychology in their 
quest for valid and fruitful assumptions, and they have learned with 
some disappointment that there are no ready-made answers. The moti- 
vations of economic behavior remain a challenge to both disciplines.” 

Neoclassical economic theory was able to describe a determinate 
economic system and to infer many of its properties by making very sim- 
ple assumptions about the behavior of the individual decision-making 
units of the system. The main assumption was rationality, in the sense 
that each individual chooses, among the range of alternative actions open 
to him, the one whose consequences he prefers to all the rest.’ This re- 
quires that the individual have a consistent and transitive ordering of 
the objects of choice, in the following sense: If A and B are such 
objects, then either A is preferred to B, B to A, or there is indifference 


* Editor’s note: Dr. Tobin originally met our invitation with the counterproposal 
that he write a supplement to George Katona’s paper, “The Relationship between 
Psychology and Economics.” What resulted, however, was this compact but self- 
contained article on the relations of psychology to economics, The editor is happy 
to acknowledge the limitation upon his characteristic thesis that analytic reach is a 
condition to analytic bite, pointed up by this brief but highly illuminating paper. 

* Herbert A. Simon [29] and S. P. Hayes [17] provide extended discussion of 
some of these problems. See also the articles of Katona and Simon in this volume. 

* For a careful presentation of the economic theory of choice see [18, 26). 


677 


678 JAMES TOBIN AND F. TRENERY DOLBEAR, JR. 


between A and B. Moreover, if A is preferred to B, and B is preferred 
(or indifferent) to C, then A is preferred to C.* 

The assumption of rationality in this sense is of considerably greater 
generality than is conveyed by the caricatures of “economic man” that 
too often represent economic theory in the eyes of other social scientists 
and, indeed, of some economists themselves. No restriction is placed on 
the dimensions of objects of choice that are relevant to their ordering, 
Within the framework of the theory, workers may rank alternative job 
opportunities according to quite different criteria from wages alone. 
Businessmen may reckon profits as only one among a number of out- 
comes on which they decide among alternative courses of action. Ration- 
ality does imply that, other things being equal, a larger sum of money 
will be preferred to a smaller. But if other things are not equal, ration- 
ality means nothing more than subjective consistency in the ordering of 
alternatives. Thus it is a mistake to identify rationality with the motiva- 
tion of materialistic self-interest. 

One assumption that economists make about this preference field 
is often the basis for misunderstanding. This assumption concerns the 
phenomenon suggested by the phrase “diminishing marginal utility,” 
although this phrase is an inaccurate description. “Diminishing mar- 
ginal utility” suggests that the more an individual has of some object, 
the less his satisfaction will be increased by giving him an additional 
unit of the same thing. So stated, the proposition seems to contradict 
psychological findings concerning the relationship of aspiration to achieve- 
ment. Basing his position on these findings, as well as on survey evidence 
regarding levels of aspiration for accumulation of durable goods and 
savings, Katona criticizes the “saturation” implications of economists’ 
utility theory. Actually, however, the theory is noncommittal on the ques- 
tion whether marginal utility diminishes or increases as successive additions 
of the same goods are made. The theory does assume that it is generally 
possible to keep an individual at the same utility or satisfaction level 
when depriving him of a unit of commodity A provided he is compen- 
sated by adding an appropriate quantity of commodity B. The theory fur- 
ther assumes that the smaller the amount of A left to the individual—and 
correspondingly the larger the amount of B—the more compensation in 
the form of B will be required for loss of another unit of A. This can be 
interpreted to say that, whatever the absolute marginal utilities may be, 

p Recently economists have recognized what psychologists have long maintained 
—individuals do not always make the same choice when faced with the same 
alternatives. To avoid the neoclassical conclusion that indifference must be assumed 
to explain inconsistencies, a theory of probabilistic choice has evolved. For a 
definition of rationality assuming probabilistic choice, eg., if A is preferred to B, 


aa Pop of choosing A rather than B is greater than one-half [see 5, 8 
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the marginal utility of B declines relative to that of A as the quantity of 
B increases relative to the quantity of A. Economists have always been 
impressed by the boundlessness of human wants and have denied the 
possibility of universal saturation.’ They do assume, however, the need 
for maintaining some kind of balance between objectives. Individuals 
may aspire to even higher levels of consumption of all kinds, as well as to 
even higher levels of savings and leisure. Since means are limited, these 
goals conflict; one can be approached only at the expense of another. Al- 
though an individual cannot be absolutely saturated with any desirable 
object, he can become relatively saturated. If he is relatively saturated 
with liquid assets, for example, he would be glad to have more, but he 
would prefer to have more durable consumer's goods. 

Economics has sought to be neutral with respect to the sources of 
preferences, but it has purchased this neutrality at the cost of substantive 
content. Results that are determinate when business decisions are assumed 
to depend only on maximizing profits, for example, become inde- 
terminate in fact (though still determinate in principle) when less measur- 
able objectives of business policy are admitted [25, 28a]. In the field of 
consumer behavior, the formation of preferences from experience, obser- 
vation, and advertising is at least as important a phenomenon as purchas- 
ing based on given preferences." But economics looks to psychology to cx- 
plain the formation of preferences. 

General as they are, the usual formulations of the preference fields 
of economic units have implicitly involved some questionable propositions. 
First, a consumer's rankings of alternative “market baskets” of goods and 
services have traditionally been taken to depend only on the amounts of 
various commodities he consumes, not on the amounts other consumers 
are simultancously consuming. This disregard of social interdependence 
in consumption contradicts everyday observation as well as the presump- 
tions of sociology and social psychology. In recent years, there have been 
a number of attempts to correct the traditional individualistic bias of 
economics [4, 12, 19, 20]. Syd, be 4 

Second, as a legacy of Benthamite utilitarianism, economic theory 
has tended to formulate work as a source of disutility and thus to assume 
that it is preferred to leisure solely because of the income it brings. The 
discovery of “human relations” in industry, a subject on which there 
has been considerable convergence between psychology and labor eco- 
nomics, has taught economists that the satisfactions of life occur on the 
job as well as after hours. 

* This is ists, in general, have been less impressed than the general 
public with ig ee aoe! Galbraith's The Affluent Society (15). 

* A discussion of some factors which appear to influence consumer behavior may 
be found in [12, 23, 14a]. 
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Third, the preference field of economic theory is an attribute of a 
single mind. Yet the basic economic decision-making units are really 
groups rather than individuals —households, corporations, governments, 
and trade unions." So far, we lack any satisfactory theory of the manner 
in which the effective preference fields of groups are formed. Indeed, 
as a logical matter, it is not possible in general to derive an ordering of 
alternatives for the group from conflicting rankings by group members 
[3]. 

Rationality requires that the outcomes of alternative courses of action 
be known with certainty to the decision maker. Given such certainty, it 
is clearly irrational to choose any outcome other than the most preferred. 
But if outcomes are uncertain, there is no obvious definition of rational 
choice. A number of decision criteria for situations of uncertainty have 
been suggested [2, 22]. Among them is the “minimax” strategy: For 
every possible action, assume the worst outcome, then choose the action 
whose worst outcome is least bad. This was first suggested as the correct 
strategy in playing a zero-sum game where your strategy is known to 
your opponent, who is trying to do his best against you [31]. Even in a game 
situation, it is a highly conservative strategy, and the person who follows it 
may find himself sacrificing the chance of large gains merely in order 
to avoid the possibility of small losses [14]. In situations where the en- 
vironment is neutral, it is even more clear that it is excessively conserv- 
ative, Consequently, there is considerable doubt that the minimax cri- 
terion should be recommended to decision makers, and, of course, even 
greater doubt that it describes actual behavior. 

An alternative decision criterion is maximization of expected (ın the 
probability sense) utility. This requires that the decision maker rank 
not only outcomes but differences in utilities of outcomes. Not only can 
he say that he prefers A to B; he can say whether the degree of preference 
of A over B is greater or less than that of C over D. This implies that 
values (on a scale unique up to a linear transformation) can be attached 
to the outcomes themselves. The criterion also assumes that the decision 
maker attaches probabilities of occurrence to the various outcomes. Since 
economic decisions generally occur in nonrecurrent situations for which 
objective probabilities cannot be calculated, these probabilities must be 
subjective estimates. This decision rule avoids the overconservative im- 
plications of the minimax strategy. But in the nature of the case, there 
can be no proof that it is more nearly optimal than other principles of 
decision. As to its descriptive realism, economics and psychology have 


j "A decision procedure for a firm with a team of decision makers who possess a 
single objective for the firm is described by Jacob Marschak [24]. 

Methods for obtaining these subjective probabilities are described in Leonard 
J. Savage [27]. 
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found another area of convergence in experimental measurement of util- 
ity and subjective probability. Experiments have been designed to test 
whether subjects’ choices can be regarded as maximization of expected 
utility [9, 13, 13a]. These experiments involve procedures similar to the 
scaling of sensations and attitudes, which has a long tradition in psychology 
[7]. A major difference, however, is this: Since economists regard utility 
and subjective probability as personal to each subject, they cannot fol- 
low the psychologists’ technique of treating the responses of different sub- 
jects as replications of observations from the same population of choices. 
This greatly complicates experimental testing of the expected utility hy- 
pothesis; at the moment, we have little idea of the size or characteristics 
of the population groups whose behavior can be represented as maxi- 
mization of expected utility. 

Even if these groups turn out to be significant in the economy, further 
questions remain: How are subjective estimates of utility and probability 
formulated? Is it useful to break the decision process into these com- 
ponents, or is it better looked upon as a unit? Lately economists have 
learned how difficult and costly it is to be rational—or, in the case of 
uncertainty, to apply any of the suggested criteria of “quasi rationality.” 
Indeed the development of management science and operations research 
since World War II has opened a fertile field for economists, statisticians, 
and mathematicians, increasing the efficiency of business decisions [6]. 
If the economic model did not fit the world, one is tempted to wonder 
whether the world is being made over to fit the model. But in the last 
analysis, rationality cannot apply to situations of uncertainty. It may be 
that, instead of secking a quasi rationality which can be applied to these 
situations, we should, as descriptive scientists rather than advisers, look 
more directly for the manners in which individuals and groups simplify 
and structure complicated situations in which they must make decisions 
whose outcomes they cannot control or predict.” J 

Psychologists and economists have barely begun to exploit the pos- 
sibilities of fruitful collaboration in empirical research on economic be- 
havior. The pioneering work at the Survey Research Center, led by 
George Katona, has shown that the social sciences have in the sample 
survey a powerful tool applicable to research on economic behavior . 
well as on public opinion. Considerable further development of the pr 
is necessary to utilize its full research potential. Two lines that such de- 
velopment might take may be mentioned. > ; 

1. Surveys of economic behavior can be designed specifically Ha 
search on the strategic relationships between variables, rather than rath e 
primary purpose of making estimates of population frequencies oR ayer 
ages. Research-oriented surveys would place less emphasis on representative 

"G; L. S. Shackle [28] attempts an approach of this kind [see also 1, 16). 
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sampling of the population, and more focus on observations strategic for 
measuring the relationships under study. Surveys would take on experi- 
mental design, in which some variables are deliberately held constant and 
others made to differ as much as possible. Successive reinterviews of 
identical respondents would be used to obtain information on reactions 
to change in circumstances over time. 

2. Psychological characteristics of respondents can be measured in 
order to seck their relationship to economic behavior. Katona’s work has 
concentrated on measuring a particular category of psychological vari- 
ables, mainly respondents’ optimism or pessimism about the economic 
future. These attitudes of optimism or pessimism are relevant to the 
short-term outlook for consumer spending. They cannot help very much 
in the making of longer-run economic predictions. For that task, it would 
be valuable to explore the relationship of economic behavior— e.g., spend- 
ing and saving—to more fundamental and permanent dimensions of per- 
sonality. Without measurement of such dimensions, there are some unre- 
solvable ambiguities of interpretation of the results of economic surveys. For 
example, Katona cites findings that people with substantial liquid assets 
tend to add more, not less, to their total assets than people whose exist- 
ing stocks are low. It is a matter of some economic importance whether 
this finding reflects (1) the fact that persons of a thrifty disposition have 
saved more in the past and continue to save more than persons of a dif- 
ferent personality, or (2) a tendency for a given individual to save more 
in liquid form, the greater his initial holdings of liquid assets. If the find- 
ing reflects the former, then it still may be true that for persons of given 
personality, high liquidity promotes spending rather than saving [30]. 
But if, as Katona believes, it reflects the latter, then it would be 
foolish to worry about possible inflationary effects of high liquidity. Thus 
the relationship of economic behavior to personality attributes is not only 
a subject of interest in itself; it is also essential for correct interpretation 
of observed relations among economic magnitudes, 
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INTRODUCTION 


In discussing the mutual relations of psychology and economics, I 
shall generally use psychological categories to divide the analysis. After 
considering the extent to which the two fields have areas of common in- 
terest, the next three sections are concerned with the motivation of the 
consumer, of the producer or entrepreneur, and of the employee, respec- 
tively. There follows a discussion of oligopoly (competition among the 
few) viewed as a conflict phenomenon. The sixth section reviews the 
cognitive aspects of economic behavior, including some important re- 
cently proposed modifications in the characterization of rational economic 
action. 

The relations between psychology and economics run both ways. 
We are not concerned merely with possible applications of psychological 
methods to economics, but equally with the use of economic theory and 
data about economic behavior in psychology. 

Economic behavior, family behavior, political behavior, and organi- 
zational behavior are all forms of human behavior. Each can be ex- 
plained partly in relatively general terms that cut across these cate- 
gories, and partly in terms that apply only to a particular area of behavior. 
The fruitfulness of the interaction between economics and other social 
sciences hinges on whether the same mechanisms operate in all these 
areas of behavior, and on how far human behavior in one area is relevant 
for testing theories in the others. The question is a pragmatic one that has 
to be asked and reasked as the sciences of man develop, and as our under- 
standing of their interrelationship deepens. 


The Subspecies of Economic Man 


Psychology enters economics through the characteristics that are 
postulated for the several subspecies of economic man. These subspecies 
include (1) the buyer or seller of commodities in a market, (2) the 
entrepreneur or producer, (3) the consumer, and (4) the worker. In 
certain areas of economic theory the categories overlap, but they are 
convenient for classifying and examining economic man. 

We must look first at the distinction between producer and con- 
sumer. When we understand this, we can study the motivations of each 
kind of economic man, and then the cognitive aspects of his behavior. 
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The separation of producer and consumer. It is not strictly accurate 
to say that in economic theory there are producers and consumers, Each 
person is, of course, assumed to be both, but each role is kept rather dis- 
tinct from the other, The line between them is defined by the clock: 
during the working day, economic man is a producer; during the re- 
mainder of the twenty-four hours, he is a consumer. 

Interactions between producer and consumer. In a strict version of 
the theory, there are only two possibilities of interaction between John 
Doe, producer, and John Doe, consumer. First, the length of the work 
day—and hence, the time boundary between his two roles—may depend 
on an economic decision that weighs the utility of the income obtainable 
by working longer against the disutility of substituting work for leisure. 
This decision is an essential part of any economic theory that seeks to 
explain the length of the work week. 

Second, when he makes decisions as a consumer, John Doe’s income 
is one determinant of his spending and saving behavior, Theories of 
consumer choice take income as a given, determined by the production 
segment of the economy. 

The masters of classical economic theory were well aware that sep- 
arating producer from consumer, and vice versa, oversimplified the 
facts of the real world—but still permitted a tolerable approximation 
to human behavior throughout most of the economic sphere, Alfred 
Marshall, for example, was careful to discuss the possible “psychic in- 
come” that the entrepreneur received from his activity, and was also 
quite aware that the daily work activity of the laborer might alter his 
tastes, and hence his utility function [39; 63, chap. 15]. Ricardo assumed 
that, in the long run, wages must sink to a subsistence level; hence, the 
wage rate might really be regarded as a “marginal cost of producing 
labor” [63, chap. 6]. In the Ricardian theory, the consumer was almost 
swallowed by the producer. A s í 

A few important economic theorists have rejected all or most o 
this classical analysis—Veblen and John R. Commons peny ag 
examples. The vast majority of contemporary economic theorists may be 
regarded, however, as disciples of the classical tradition; and, like ie 
disciples, they sometimes ignore or underemphasize the qualifications 
the masters were careful to acknowledge. In extreme cases, the result has 
been to change economics from an empirical science to a vast riggs 
in which entrepreneurs maximize profit by definition—for profit rae 
fined as “that which entrepreneurs maximize —and consumers maximiz 
utility b: ition—for the same reason. . } 

The other, abe I have mentioned four subspecies of acon 
man. One of these is the consumer, who tends not to be further di = 
tiated in the theory. On the production side of the economy, however, the 
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distinction between the entrepreneur and the worker is significant. About 
the buyer and seller, little needs to be said except that they observe 
the classical maxim “Buy cheap and sell dear.” For the rest, they do not 
require separate discussion. I have omitted the investor as a separate sub- 
species. As a person who saves, his behavior is part of that of the con- 
sumer. As a person who lends to others, he is buyer and seller of the 
services of capital. As a person who holds the residual equity in a busi- 
ness in anticipation of profit, he is an entrepreneur. 

What distinguishes the worker from the entrepreneur is that the 
former sells to the latter the right to apply his time and effort during 
working hours to the goals of the enterprise [55]. In agreeing to accept 
authority in the workplace, the laborer’s productive services become “dis- 
embodied” from him, so to speak, and are turned over to the entrepre- 
neur. In terms of this distinction, the hired executive, however exalted his 
position in the administrative hierarchy, is a worker and not an entre- 
preneur. We shall see that economists have become increasingly uneasy 
with this classification of roles—both with its factual accuracy and with 
its economic consequences, if accurate. 


The Goals of Economic Science 


Economics can be defined as the science that describes and predicts 

‘the behavior of the various kinds of economic man I have mentioned. 

This definition, while perhaps literally correct, conveys a false impression 
of the principal goals and focus in the literature of economics. 

„Work in economics may be classified as dealing with (1) the economy 
or industries as a whole (macroeconomics), or behavior of the individual 
economic man and individual firm (microeconomics); or (2) descrip- 
tion of the economy and economic behavior within it, or norms either 
for purposes of public policy (normative macroeconomics) or advice to 
the consumer or businessman (normative microeconomics). 

The dominant viewpoint in economics has been that of normative 
macroeconomics. Descriptive macroeconomics is, of course, the essential 
basis for policy prescription—but the specific research emphases have been 
determined in considerable part by relevance to policy (e.g., business- 
cycle theory), Normative microeconomics, while it has only been very 
recently cultivated on any extensive scale, is now a flourishing area of 
economic research having many contacts with statistical decision theory 
and other new areas, such as “management science,” “logistics,” and 
“operations research.” 

Economists have usually been interested in descriptive microeco- 
nomics—understanding the behavior of individual economic agents—only 
to the extent necessary to provide a foundation for macroeconomics. 
Hence, economic research at the microlevel has stemmed from a recog- 
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nition that some aspect of the economy could be understood only by 
explaining a particular sector of individual behavior. We shall see this 
mechanism operating with particular clarity when we come to the topic 
of expectations. 

Two economic principles operate to keep at a minimum the macro- 
economist’s concern with individual behavior [6, pp. 6-8]. The first is 
the assumption of objective rationality, which permits strong predictions 
to be made about human behavior without the painful necessity of ob- 
serving people. The second is the assumption of competition, for where 
competition prevails, the individuals and firms that behave in conformity 
with the principle of rationality will survive at the expense of the others. 
Hence, the classical economic theory of markets with perfect competition 
and rational agents is deductive theory that requires almost no contact 
with empirical data—once the underlying assumptions are accepted or 
verified—to establish its propositions. 

This preoccupation of economists with the economy as a whole (or 
with normative rules for individual agents), and the sealing off of macro- 
from microphenomena by the mechanisms of rationality and competition 
help to explain why there has been little interaction between economists 
and psychologists, and little dependence by either upon the literature of 
the other field. As we proceed, we shall consider how far this independence 
of economics from the behavioral sciences is justified by the present state 
of knowledge in these fields. 

Our task, then, is to explore what has been a no man’s land between 
economics and behavioral science—the area of descriptive microeco- 
nomics. Of course, we are not the first explorers and we shall be guided 
by what has already been learned of the territory—particularly by the 
economists who are usually called “institutionalists.” The assumptions of 
economic theory that have been most challenged are its motivational 
assumptions—particularly the consistency of preferences of humans and 
their exclusive preoccupation with monetary rewards. In fact, there ‚has 
been perhaps an excessive preoccupation with motivation and insufficient 
attention to the cognitive aspects of economic behavior. Hence, I shall 
pay particular attention to the psychological study of the limits of humans 
—regarded as learning and information-processing organısms—ın their 
Capacities for rational choice. 


MOTIVATION: THE CONSUMER 


I shall discuss separately the motivation of the consumer and the 
motivation of the producer, taking up the consumer first. A first A 
describes the apparatus—based on the concept of utility function—use 
by the economist to discuss consumer behavior. The second section ex- 
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plores psychology to determine what concepts in that field, if any, cor- 
respond to the economist’s “utility.” A third section considers the eco- 
nomist’s interest in consumer behavior and the possible relevance of 
psychological research in answering his questions. 


The Utility Function 


The fundamental postulate in microeconomics about the consumer is 
that he possesses a utility function. This is roughly equivalent to saying 
that, for any pair of alternatives of action presented to him, he can tell 
which he prefers. In some variants of the theory, alternatives are assumed 
to be presented in the form of “bundles of commodities”; in others, as 
alternative courses of action with consequences attached. 

For example, F. Modigliani and E. Brumberg [41] have developed 
a theory of consumption and saving that assumes that each consumer 
estimates the present value of his expected future stream of income; he 
then chooses among all possible time patterns of saving and spending 
consistently with his assumption. The consumer, in this theory, is assumed 
to be able to ascertain his preferences among these alternative streams of 
spending and saving. 

Cardinal and ordinal utility.? There has been much discussion as to 
whether a cardinal utility function should be postulated, or only an 
ordinal function. Suppose that we assign the utility x: to one of the 
consumer’s alternatives, and the utility x to another where xı is greater 
than xz and the first alternative is the one he prefers. We say that the 
utility function is ordinal if the numbers xı and x2 could equally well be 
replaced by any numbers yı and yz, such that yı is greater than yz. The set 
of functions y that have this property in relation to the function x are 
called the monotonic increasing transformations of x. By “equally well,” 
we mean that the new function y leads to exactly the same predictions of 
the consumer’s behavior as the function x. 

Suppose, on the contrary, that only linear transformations of x pre- 
serve all the properties of the consumer’s behavior 


yi = axi + b 


where a is a positive constant and b is an arbitrary constant. In this case, 
the quantity of utility attached to alternatives is uniquely defined, except 
for the unit of measurement a and the zero point of the scale, fixed by b. 


*A rather comprehensive discussion of the literature and issues on the topics 
considered in this and the following section will be found in Ward Edwards [22]. 
While I have departed from Professor Edwards’s interpretations in a number of 
particulars, the analysis that follows owes a great deal to his review. See also 
Arrow’s chapter in this volume and his review [2]. 
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It is defined to just the same extent that temperature is defined by the 
Fahrenheit and centigrade scales. When utility is defined up to a linear 
transformation, we say that the utility function is cardinal. 

Let us suppose that four alternatives are open to a consumer. If he 
has only an ordinal utility function, then a statement such as “The first 
alternative has greater utility than the third,” is meaningful; but a state- 
ment such as “The advantage of the first alternative over the second is 
greater than the advantage of the third over the fourth,” is not meaning- 
ful. For, by monotonic transformations of the utility scale, we can make 
the difference in utility between one pair of alternatives greater or less, 
as we please, than the difference between another pair of alternatives, 

It follows that, if utility is ordinal, statements about increasing or 
decreasing marginal utility’ are meaningless, i.e., we cannot say that a 
man gets more or less utility from his sixth dollar than from his one 
million and sixth. Conversely, it can be shown that if such statements 
are meaningful, then—implicitly or explicitly—a cardinal utility function 
has been defined. 

Until about a decade ago, there was a tendency to prefer the ordinal 
function on grounds of parsimony and because Slutsky, Hicks, and other 
economists had demonstrated that no significant proposition in the ac- 
cepted theory of consumer choice depended on the cardinal measure- 
ment of utility. This trend was reversed in 1944 with the publication by 
J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern of The Theory of Games and 
Economic Behavior [62]. Up to that time, the theory of consumer choice 
had been concerned primarily with choice where no uncertainty about 
future events was involved. Von Neumann and Morgenstern treated the 
more general case where uncertainty was admitted. They showed that if 
a decision maker could make consistent choices among uncertain pros- 
pects (e.g., lottery tickets at various odds for various bundles of com- 
modities), then cardinal utilities could be assigned to the commodity 
bundles after observing a sufficient variety of such choices [see also 34, 
38, 48a]. 2 i 

The von Neumann-Morgenstern proposal provided cardinal ceko 
with the same operational status that had previously been held y 
ordinal utility—utilities could be measured simply by observing acts 0 
choice. Further study has shown that, where uncertain prospects ta as 
volved, there is an important interaction between subjective or ilities 
and cardinal utilities; to measure either one operationally we in 
experimental design that, in effect, permits the measurement of both. In 
the next paragraphs we shall consider this point more fully. 

* The marginal utility of a commodity or money is the amount the utility will 


3 Sr R ney; 
be increased by an increase of one unit in the amount of > re money; 
that is, it is the first derivative of utility with respect to the other variable. 
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Utility and subjective probability. To understand the issues in- 
volved in utility measurement and their implications for psychology, let 
us consider them in a psychophysical framework. We confront a subject 
with a number of alternatives (e.g., we offer him any one of several 
phonograph records or, as suggested above, a choice among lottery tickets, 
cach having different odds and different payoffs) and we observe the 
choices he makes. We wish to construct scales to measure the probabilities 
he has assigned to the occurrence of the various possible outcomes and 
the utilities he attaches to them. 

Now if there were objective probabilities attached to each of the pos- 
sible outcomes, and if the subject accepted these probabilities as the basis 
for his choices, then we would be faced with a straightforward task of 
constructing a utility scale. However, we must consider the possibility 
that there are no objective probabilities attached to events or that, if there 
are, they are not identical with the subjective probabilities that the sub- 
ject himself attaches to the same events. A subject may prefer a particular 
risky alternative because one of the possible outcomes has a low sub- 
jective probability but a very high utility, or because this same outcome 
is judged to have a high probability of occurrence but only a moderately 
high utility. 

It is not at all obvious that this interacting expectational-preference 
system can be analyzed into its components, but a rigorous formal ex- 
amination of the question shows that in fact it can be. If we propose an 
appropriate set of alternatives to the subject, we can measure opera- 
tionally both his probability estimates and his utility.* 

There is one important “if” to be attached to this statement—an “af” 
involved in all psychophysical measurement. The scales can be measured 
operationally provided that the subject can make consistent choices. For 
example, no utility scale would be compatible with a preference for A 
over B, for B over C, and for C over A. By adopting a statistical view- 
point (ie, percentage of trials in which A is preferred to B), we can 
weaken somewhat the requirements of consistency, but basically the pos- 
sibility of constructing such a scale hinges on the consistency of the sub- 
ject, and his consistency hinges on the transitivity and the stability of his 
choices [33, 35]. $ 

Thus the issue has been shifted. The question is no longer one of 
cardinal versus ordinal utility. If a utility scale can be defined, the addi- 
tional assumption that it can be defined for choices among uncertain 
prospects guarantees its cardinality. The question now is whether a utility 
scale “exists” at all—is the behavior of consumers over the range of situa- 


“This was first shown some decades ago by the English philosopher Frank 
Ramsey [48], but his proposal was not clearly understood and was largely neglect 
until the rediscovery of cardinal utility by von Neumann and Morgenstern. 
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tions relevant for economics sufficiently consistent and are consumer 
choices sufficiently transitive, to make the concept of utility empirically 
meaningful? 

Joining the issue in these terms has given it interest for both econ- 
omists and psychologists—and a number of philosophers and mathe- 
matical statisticians as well—with the result that several empirical in» 
vestigations of these questions are going forward at the present time [an 
important study is 18; 38, including references]. The earliest investiga- 
tion predates the present surge of interest; it was an attempt in 1931 by 
the psychologist L. L. Thurstone [61] to establish the ordinal utility func- 
tion of a single subject, 

The evidence available at the present moment is too scanty to permit 
very definite conclusions, The following observations are at least con- 
sistent with the experimental results: 

1. Under a number of experimental conditions, significant differences 
can be observed between the probability estimates used by the subjects 
(subjective probabilities) and the objective probabilities known to the 
experimen J a in net md 

2. A fairly high degree of consistency is observed choices 
the payoff is in money; consistency is much lower with multidimensional 
payoffs (e.g., choice among phonograph records or among marriageable 


young ladies). 


Psychological Analogs of Utility 
The term “utility” has until recently had little currency in psychology 
cither because psychologists had not found a use for the concept, or 

because it was used, but under an alias, The truth lies somewhere between 
these extremes, a 

A construct like the utility function is needed to explain choice in 
the face of complex alternatives when the subject is trying to select the 
“best” alternative. If the alternatives can all be scaled along a single 
dimension (e.g., are all measured in money), or if the subject is merely 
looking for a “good” alternative, a theory of choice can be constructed 
that dispenses with a utility scale [57]. In most laboratory mg OE 
where the subject is faced with a choice among alternatives, the 
tion is one of reward versus no reward, and even where alternative re- 
wards are present, the consistency of the subject's eg € 
usually tested over a wide range of eircumstances or a long stretch ya 

Contemporary work in the behavioral sciences aimed z re 
measuring “values” will undoubtedly raise questions of the Fran 
Strength of values as soon as attempts are made to predict sera ees 
a knowledge of a subject’s value profile. Since little has r ae 
empirically to make the jump from verbal attitudes re od 
behavioral consequences, this issue has not yet been When 
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time arrives for dealing with it, social psychologists will find that the 
basic issues are precisely the ones that have arisen in the definition and 
measurement of utility. 

Lewin, in his theory of “valences,” treated choice with competing 
rewards and punishments as analogous to the situation in physics where 
a number of nonparallel forces converge on the same body. If the analogy 
were carried out strictly, the net valences of the Lewinian theory would 
have the formal properties of utilities. Lewin and those who have used 
his theoretical formulations as the basis for empirical work have not 
actually followed this path to its conclusion. If there are attached to a 
particular course of action both a large reward and a smaller punishment, 
for example, Lewinians and most other psychologists would predict that 
behavior will be different from what it would be if only a small reward— 
representing the difference between the original reward and the punish- 
ment—were attached to the action [31]. In contrast, utility theory would 
predict that, corresponding to any combination of punishments and 
rewards attached to an action, there would exist an exactly equivalent 
simple net punishment or reward. 

We see, then, that although the Lewinian valence bears some resem- 
blance to utility, the actual properties attributed to it on the basis of 
empirical study are quite different. The empirical facts—rather con- 
sistently observed with both human and animal subjects—are these: 
Choices bearing mixed consequences and choices where all alternatives 
have unpleasant consequences represent conflict situations for the subject, 
and behavior in a conflict situation is qualitatively different from be- 
havior when conflict is absent [57]. For example, one kind of behavior 
has no place in classical utility theory, but it is frequently observed in 
conflict situations—this is the subject’s refusal to accept the alternatives 
as given and his search for new alternatives [see 15 for an application of 
this notion in the theory of the firm]. Where the conflict is stronger, 
various kinds of neurotic behavior come into evidence—fixation, regres- 
sion, aggression, withdrawal, and so on. 

The empirical findings on choice in conflict situations challenge the 
validity of the utility function as a basis for conceptualizing decision- 
making behavior. Any microeconomic description of behavior that pur- 
ports to fit empirical data will have to deal with this evidence. The study 
of choice under conflict may prove to be even more fruitful for recx- 
amining the utility concept than the experiments on choice under uncer 
tainty that were mentioned earlier. 


The Economist’s Interest in Utility 


Returning now to macroeconomics, we may ask how much of the 
theory of utility and of consumer behavior is really needed to explain 
the operation of the economy. The answer is that the macroeconomist 15 
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ordinarily rather uninterested in detailed information about the shapes of 
consumers’ utility functions—either the functions of individuals or ag- 
gregated functions. The broad aspects of consumer behavior with which 
he is actually concerned are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Consumer rationality. An important policy application of economic 
theory is to determine under what circumstances economic mechanisms 
lead to an efficient allocation of resources. This is the main topic of the 
branch of economic theory known as welfare economics, The important 
postulate about consumers required for welfare economics is rationality— 
that consumers maximize utility, that they attempt to allocate their in- 
come so as to purchase—from all possible baskets—the basket that will 
give them the greatest satisfaction. Hence the welfare economist has 
ordinarily no particular interest in the shape of the utility function, but 
a strong interest in its existence as the criterion of consumer choice, 

Elasticity of demand. In economics, the consumer enters the market 
through his demand schedule—the schedule of quantities of a commodity 
he will buy at various prices. The summation of these quantities for all 
consumers gives the market-demand schedule. For many applications, it 
must be assumed that the market-demand schedule has a negative slope— 
that the quantity demanded decreases as price increases. For other pur- 
poses, it may be necessary to know the elasticity of demand—how sensi- 
tively the quantity demanded depends on price. The tendency even in 
these matters is to deal in generalities; only occasionally is the economist 
concerned with the numerical measurement of the elasticities of demand 
for specific commodities. j > ipn 

Many attempts have been made to derive certain characteristics of 
the demand schedule by deductive reasoning from the theory of consumer 
choice, However, where it is necessary to measure the clasticity of demand 
numerically, the usual procedure is to infer the elasticity from direct 
measurements of quantities purchased in the market at various prices. 
Hence the empirical study of demand has rested much more on the direct 
accumulation and analysis of data than on inferences from underlying 
psychological principles [50]. » 

Saving sail mae im the modern post-Keynesian theory of as 
business cycle and national income, the consumer’s decision as to what 
proportion of his income he will spend and what proportion he will er 
is of very great importance. The number of cents he will spend out of 
each additional dollar of income is the “marginal propensity to consume 
of Keynes. In certain versions of Keynesian theory, one crucial assump- 
tion is that spending increases less than proportionately as income B 
creases, Much effort has been devoted, over the last decade, to testing this 
assumption [29, chaps. 7, 8]. i 

On the u fang there have been attempts to measure rt = 
saving behavior by obtaining empirical data from consumers or analyzing 
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secondary data from the economy. On the other hand, there have been 
attempts to deduce the spending and saving behavior of the consumer 
from the theory of rational consumer choice. The first course involves no 
particular framework of theory and, while it may yield data of interest to 
psychologists, it has borrowed little or nothing from psychology. 

The second course, the deduction of the theory of saving from the 
theory of consumer choice, has also evolved almost independently of work 
in psychology. It illustrates the characteristic approach of the economist 
to individual behavior and the reason why he can formulate his assump- 
tions with so little dependence on empirical observation (even though he 
may use aggregative data to test the consequences derived from his 
assumptions). 

Modigliani and Brumberg [41] assume that the only motive for sav- 
ing is retirement income and that the consumer adjusts his saving to give 
him a level annual expenditure over his lifetime. During periods of high 
income, he saves; during periods of low or no income, he dissaves. These 
are plausible assumptions—at least as approximations—and it is their 
introspective plausibility that the economist takes as his justification for 
adopting them. From these assumptions, together with assumptions as to 
how income expectations are formed and data on length of life and length 
of adult earning period, numerical estimates can be made of the fraction 
of total income that will be saved—that is to say, the saving-consumption 
function can be deduced from these assumptions. Up to the present time, 
the model has held up fairly well in explaining the actually observed data 
on consumer expenditures and savings. 

Similar approaches have been used by economists to explain the fact 
—or supposed fact—that some individuals both gamble in lotteries and 
buy insurance [22, p. 393]. The explanation—like that outlined above— 
consists in showing that circumstances exist (i.e., can be postulated) 
under which the behavior in question would be rational behavior for a 
consumer bent on maximizing his utility. It is quite uncharacteristic of 
the economic theorist to test his explanation further by studying the con- 
sumer’s attitudes or subjecting him to experimental situations. On the 
other hand, the psychological assumptions that underlie theories of this 
kind are not difficult to identify, and there are many possibilities here for 
direct testing by psychologists of the economic models. 

Expectations.* The third aspect of the consumer’s behavior in which 
the macroeconomist has substantial interest is the formation of expecta- 
tions. In a world of uncertainty, a theory cannot make a consumer's €X- 
penditure depend on future income, but only on expectations of future 


5 ' 
Expectations really belong to the cognitive rather than the motivational spheres 
but it is convenient to discuss them here to round out our picture of contemporary 


research. For a panorama of recent approaches to the theory of expectations, see 
Bowman [7]. 
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income. Hence the predictions of the theory will depend on assumptions 
about the formation of expectations. 

Over the past decade, considerable data have been accumulated on 
consumers’ plans and expectations from the Survey of Consumer Finances 
conducted for the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System by 
the Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan [7; 29, chap. 
5]. These and similar data obtained by others begin to inform us to what 
extent consumers plan their expenditures in advance and for what kinds 
of purchases; what expectations they hold about their own income, and 
how well the expenditure plans predict actual behavior. It can hardly be 
said that these data have been linked with psychological generalizations 
from other areas of behavior; at present, they simply stand as brute facts. 

Marketing. Thus far we have left out of account the study of con- 
sumer behavior that has been carried out for its practical utility to the 
business firm—market research. The literature on selling and advertising 
has generally had a closer tie to psychology than has the economic litera- 
ture on consumer demand. There have been attempts to apply principles 
of motivation and learning to the design of effective selling procedures, 

The validity of general psychological principles applied to marketing 
behavior has had limited empirical test. There have been, for example, 
a number of controlled experiments comparing the relative effectiveness 
of different advertising copy or methods, An interesting development of 
the past few years has been the application of projective techniques to the 
study of consumer motivation. An early study of this sort, carried out by 
Mason Haire, showed that housewives had a quite different perception 
of an (otherwise unidentified) woman who bought instant coffee from a 
Woman who bought ground coffee. $ 

Much of PERE of market research does not see the light of day, 
since it is gathered and analyzed for proprietary purposes. Hence, in 
Spite of the great amount of discussion in the marketing field concerning 
“motivation research” and other applications of psychology to marketing, 
the number of good empirical studies in the literature is not ae z 

An important study, which may be a prototype of meacarc! to ae 
on innovation and consumer adoption of new commodities, was = 
Out by the Bureau of Applied Social Research at Columbia pe 
to determine the influence processes involved in the ee a 2 
antibiotic by physicians [13]. While this study will hardly it within = 
traditional static framework of utility theory, it points theiway.to:;possi 
approaches to the dynamics of consumer choice. 


Summary: Consumer Motivation 


Macroeconomics does not require for most 
Ory of consumer choice, The utility function h: 


purposes a detailed the- 
as been the central theo- 


698 HERBERT A. SIMON 


retical construct here, but only a few qualitative features of the function 
are required for the theories derived from it. Moreover, much of the 
work on consumer demand—and particularly empirical work—is inde- 
pendent of the concept of utility. 

The predisposition of economists to deduce behavior from assump- 
tions of rationality and other “plausible” assumptions about behavior 
has limited the interaction of economics and psychology in the area of 
consumer behavior. The greatest potentialities for work of mutual value 
to the two disciplines lie at present in (1) testing the assumptions of 
utility theory and the existence of a cardinal utility function, (2) ex- 
ploring the implications of behavior in conflict situations for economic 
theory, (3) extending the study of the spending-saving behavior of con- 
sumers and the formation of consumer expectations, and (4) extending 
the study of consumer market behavior in relation to individual prod- 
ucts and specific marketing techniques. 


MOTIVATION: THE ENTREPRENEUR 


The entrepreneur is the man who holds the residual equity in the 
business firm. After all the other factors of production—including in- 
terest on invested capital—have been paid, his share is the remainder, 
be it large or small. Most important for the theory, he is the man who 
controls the decision variables of the basic productive unit, the firm. 

Just as the central assumption about consumption is that the con- 
sumer strives to maximize his utility, so the central assumption about 
production is that the entrepreneur strives to maximize his residual 
share—his profit [47, pp. 205-210]. But the assumption of profit max- 
imization is even more essential to the validity of classical economic 
theory than the assumption of utility maximization; hence the attack 
upon and the defense of classical theory has tended to focus upon the 
former postulate. 

The hypothesis that the entrepreneur seeks to maximize his profit is 
a simple corollary to the general postulate of economic rationality. 
Attacks on the hypothesis have been frequent, and they range ove 
many issues [29, chap. 9; 47]: 

1. The theory leaves ambiguous whether short-run or long-run profit 
is to be maximized. If long-run profit is the criterion, then it is extremely 
difficult—because of the uncertainty in long-run consequences of action 
—to determine what course of action maximizes profit or to test whether 
a particular firm is in fact using the criterion. This is a serious difficulty 
for both descriptive and normative microeconomics. 

2. The entrepreneur may obtain all kinds of “psychic income” from 
the firm, quite apart from monetary rewards. If he is to maximize he 
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utility, then he will sometimes balance a loss of profits against an increase 
in psychic income. For example, the high return from ownership of slum 
property is sometimes attributed to the negative psychic income attached 
to such ownership. But if we admit psychic income into the picture, the 
criterion of profit maximization loses all its definiteness and becomes 
identical with (and as ambiguous as) utility maximization. 

3. The entrepreneur may not care to maximize, but may simply want 
to earn a return that he regards as “satisfactory.” By sophistry and an 
adept use of the concept of psychic income, the notion of seeking a satis- 
factory return can be translated into utility maximization—but not in 
any operational way. As we shall see, the notion of seeking “satisfactory” 
levels of profits or sales is more meaningfully related to the psychological 
concept of aspiration levels than to any notion of maximization. 

4. Under modern conditions, the equity owners and the active man- 
agers of an enterprise are usually separate and distinct groups of persons 
—the managers are really “labor” and not “entrepreneurs.” Under 
these circumstances, there is no reason to postulate an identity of interests 
between entrepreneurs and managers or to assume that the latter are 
motivated to maximize profits. 

All of these objections concern motivation; they assume, more or 
less, that the entrepreneur or the manager could aim at profit maximiza- 
tion if he wanted to. We shall see in the section on cognition that there 
are also serious cognitive questions as to the capacity of economic man to 
maximize profit, but I shall focus on questions of motivation for the 
moment. 

Few data from psychology outside economics bear directly on the 
issues at hand. There have been some investigations, however, that 
are worth mentioning. These fall in two categories: attempts to determine 
the relative importance of economic and noneconomic motivation and 
studies of the dynamics of aspiration levels. 

In addition to these psychological studies, there have been a num- 
ber of inquiries directed specifically at these economic issues and carried 
out primarily by economists. Among these are studies of the formation 
of expectations by managers and business firms and studies of the making 
of particular classes of business decisions (pricing decisions, investment 
decisions, etc.). I shall consider each of these four classes of investiga- 
tions, the two “psychological” and the two “economic, in turn. Ina final 
part of this section, I shall discuss the identity and conflict of interest 


between owners and managers. 


Economic and Noneconomic Motivation 


The past twenty years has seen a strong reaffirmation of the Bea: 
portance of noneconomic as against economic motivation—for employees 
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as well as for managers and entrepreneurs. This is one of the central 
points—and certainly one of the most widely quoted points—of Barnard’s 
The Functions of the Executive [5]. It was earlier emphasized by Veblen 
and other institutionalists. 

It is hard to determine the relative role of noneconomic and economic 
motivations because we do not have a metric for comparing them. We 
are really confronted again with the task of constructing a utility function 
in which monetary gain is one dimension in the commodity space, and 
status, prestige, power, and all the other things that men are supposed 
to work for are the other dimensions. Since no one has made the measure- 
ments needed to establish the shape of this function, the usual statements 
about the relative importance of the various motivations are nonopera- 
tional. They have about the same semantic status as the assertion “It is 
later than you think.” 

Really the situation is not so hopeless if we reject the economists’ 
assumptions, which are implicit above, that there must be some marginal 
rate of substitution between profit and other goals and that “measuring 
the importance of the profit motive” is synonymous with measuring this 
marginal rate of substitution. From an institutionalist point of view, it 
would be equally satisfactory if we could simply describe the situations 
where -profit would be sacrificed for other goals. Unfortunately, even 
this descriptive task has not been carried out in any comprehensive 
fashion. About the best we can say is that enough illustrations of response 

"to other motivations have been collected to rule out the hypothesis that 
profit maximization (even long-run profit maximization) is an all-encom- 
passing goal of business management. A measure of the “importance” of 
the deviations remains to be constructed. 


Satisficing versus Maximizing 


The notion of “satiation” plays no role in classical economic theory. 
However, in the treatment of motivation in psychology, this concept 
enters rather prominently. First, there is the widely accepted idea that 
motivation to act stems from drives, and that action terminates when the 
drive is satisfied. Second, there is the idea that the conditions for satis- 
faction of a drive are not necessarily fixed, but may be specified by an 
aspiration level that adjusts itself on the basis of experience [32, 52, 57, 
60b]. 

The prevalent psychological treatments of motivation, then, hy- 
pothesize that drive satisfaction is an all-or-none phenomenon, þut that 
the boundary between the satisfied and unsatisfied states (the level of 
aspiration) is variable. If we apply this point of view to the business firm, 
we would expect its goals to be stated not in terms of maximizing profit, 
but in terms of reaching a certain level or rate of profit, holding a ce 
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tain share of the market, a certain level of sales, or the like [15a; 29, 
chap. 9]. There is considerable empirical evidence —most of it, unfor- 
tunately, of an anecdotal kind—that supports this interpretation of the 
goals of the business firm [21]. 

Here is one of the most interesting areas of relationship between 
economics and psychology. First, it does not seem unfeasible to test 
whether business behavior is governed by maximizing or by satisficing 
criteria. Second, the economic data required to choose between these 
hypotheses would extend previous theorizing about aspiration levels to 
a new area of human behavior. 

It has sometimes been argued that the distinction between satisficing 
and maximizing behavior is not important for economic theory. In the 
first place, the psychological evidence shows that aspirations tend to 
adjust to the attainable. Hence, in the long run, the argument runs, the 
level of aspiration and the attainable maximum will be very close 
together. 

A second argument is that even if some firms behaved in the manner 
of the aspiration-level hypothesis, they would gradually lose out to the 
maximizing firms, which would make larger profits and grow more 
rapidly than the others [1]. ; 

Both of these arguments assume that (1) firms know how to go 
about maximizing if they want to, and (2) the economic environment 
of firms changes slowly enough that the long-run position of equilibrium 
will be approached. Both hypotheses are dubious, but their discussion will | 
have to be postponed to a later section where cognitive matters will be 
considered in detail. If we retain a reasonable skepticism—at least until 
the evidence is in—toward arguments that lean heavily on long-run 
equilibriums, then the test of the aspiration-level hypothesis is of sub- 
stantial interest to economic theory as well as to psychology. 


Business Expectations 


Business expectations, like consumer expectations, are variables of 
crucial importance to macroeconomics and—unlike most other psycho- 
logical concepts—cannot be exorcised from the economic model by as- 
sumptions of rationality. A considerable part of business-cycle theory 
hinges on postulates—most of them constructed in the comfort of arm- 
chairs—about the way in which business expectations are formed and 
how they change under changing environmental circumstances. : 

Business expectations are currently a very active object of economic 
research, and several periodic surveys are now being conducted of busi- 

"For an exploration of relations between business forecasting and partial rein- 
forcement situations, see Feldman [23] and Cyert et al. [16}. 
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ness forecasts of business conditions [29, chaps. 9-13]. The current em- 
pirical research is of two main kinds: 

1. Surveys of businessmen’s own forecasts of business conditions in 
the economy and in their own industries. These are obtained by straight- 
forward questionnaire methods, which assume implicitly that business- 
men can and do make such forecasts. In some uses to which the data 
are put, it is also assumed that these forecasts are used as one basis for 
businessmen’s actions. 

2. Studies of business decisions and the role of expectations in th 
decisions—particularly investment and pricing decisions. These will be 
the topic of the next paragraphs. 


Studies of Business Decisions 


I have commented earlier on the significance of Keynesian economics 
for the empirical study of consumer behavior. The controversy over the 
correctness of the Keynesian system had a similar impact on the study 
of business behavior. For one of the heretical doctrines of Keynes was: 
that the amount of investment was very nearly independent of the rate 
of interest. The debate over this doctrine led to a number of empirical 
studies in the thirties by a group of Oxford economists who adopted the 
very direct procedure of asking businessmen whether the rate of interest 
was an important factor in their investment decisions; they concluded 
from the answers that it was not. This method of inquiry has been fol- 
lowed in virtually all the studies that have been published dealing with 
business decision making. A comprehensive list of such studies up to 
1950 will be found in Hayes [27]. 

Stemming from a pioneer study by Hall and Hitch [26], there have 
also been a number of attempts to determine whether businessmen use 
marginalist principles in pricing their products,” as is predicted by clas- 
sical theory. Different investigators have returned from their interviews 
with different conclusions. Hall and Hitch, for example, found average 
costs to be more significant in determining prices than marginal costs, 
while Early [21] has found an extensive use of marginalist procedures: 


Conflict of Interest 


We come finally to the actual or potential conflict of interest between 
owner and hired manager, a conflict that has been considered at length 
in the economics literature [47]. Two questions are involved: 

1. Is the reward that the top management of modern industrial firms 


_ ‘Under classical assumptions, profits will be maximized if the quantity produced 
is set so that the cost of producing one more unit would just equal the increase 7 
revenue from selling the larger product, 
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actually receive closely related to the effect of their actions upon the 
firm’s profits? 

2. In so far as the correlation between management rewards and 
company profits is imperfect, what do members of top management in 
fact maximize? 

Gordon [24] was able to show pretty conclusively that the correlation 
between management rewards and company profits is relatively low. 
On the second point, the evidence is less clear; it takes us back to some 
of our earlier questions about measuring the relative strengths of different 
motivations where there is conflict of interest. A formal comparison be- 
tween the classical theory of the firm and organizational theories that 
come out of behavioral science, such as those of Barnard [5] and Simon 
[54], shows that they differ precisely at this point. Both the economic 
theories and the organizational theories of the firm assume that the firm 
will adopt a viable course of action, a course that will enable it to sat- 
isfy its various groups of participants (customers, investors, employees, 
suppliers) so that they will continue to participate. In general, any such 
course of action yields a surplus—i.e., income over and above that needed 
for distribution to the participants. The organizational theories leave 
indeterminate whether (1) the managers will try to maximize this sur- 
plus, or (2) all of it will be captured by the entrepreneur. The classical 
theory of the firm takes a definite stand on both points, asserting that the 
firm will be conducted in such a way as to maximize the surplus and 
that the surplus will go to the entrepreneur [56]. 

However inconclusive and anecdotal the evidence, most observers 
are persuaded that the organizational theory provides a more realistic 
picture of the behavior of large corporations than does the classical theory. 
The former is also consistent with a satisficing theory of the firm’s decision 
making, while the latter is not. f Dy 

Perhaps the most interesting psychological aspect of this topic is 
its connection with role theory. The conclusions of classical economics 
about the behavior of the firm can be valid in a world in which there is 
a considerable divorce of management from ownership only if the mem- 
bers of management are willing to play the role of profit-maximizing 
entrepreneurs, even though they do not receive the rewards of the en- 
trepreneur. On the other hand, if the classical conclusions are wrong, 
then it becomes an empirical question to determine what premises the 
members of management do, in fact, employ in their decision making. 
Do they identify with the interests of some particular group of eae 
pants (e.g., investors), or do they perceive themselves as arbiters see’ ing 
to make a “fair” and acceptable division of the firm’s surplus zer its 
various participants? Again, the answers will have to come out of con- 
tinuing empirical study of the firm’s behavior. 
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Summary: Entrepreneurial Motivation 


Over the past twenty years the motivational assertions embedded in the 
classical theory of the firm have been widely challenged. The challenge has 
stemmed partly from theory, and partly from a substantial body of data 
that is far from consistent with the classical theory. First, there has been 
emphasis on the noneconomic—as contrasted with the economic—mo- 
tivations of the entrepreneur. Second, there has been argument that 
firms and individual persons do not maximize, but satisfice. Third, data 
on actual decision-making processes in firms has failed to confirm the 
universality or even the prevalence of marginalist principles of choice. 
Fourth, data on management and ownership has shown that, in large seg- 
ments of modern business, those who hold active managerial control 
have no great personal economic inducement to maximize profits. 

There has been some resistance among economists to accepting the 
cogency of the evidence for these assertions—even more resistance to 
admitting their relevance to normative macroeconomics if they are true. 
Edward S. Mason, for example, in commenting on Papandreou’s essay, 
“Some Basic Problems in the Theory of the Firm” [47, pp. 221-222], 
states his defense as follows: “The writer of this critique must confess a 
lack of confidence in the marked superiority, for purposes of economic 
analysis, of this newer concept of the firm over the older conception of 
the entrepreneur.” The italics are Professor Mason’s, and the italicized 
phrase can be translated—I think without violence—as “for purposes of 
normative macroeconomics.” 

The matters discussed in these paragraphs are relevant for business- 
cycle theory largely for understanding how businessmen form their ex- 
pectations and how these expectations affect their investment and pricing 
decisions. This is perhaps the weakest point in the empirical verification 
of business-cycle theories, and a point at which much on-going empirical 
work is directed. 

The theory of the firm is relevant also for welfare economics—for 
determining under what circumstances the behavior of the firm will 
lead to efficient allocation of resources. The departure of the firm’s be- 
havior from the classical model vitiates all the conclusions about resource 
allocation that are derivable from that model when perfect competition 
is assumed. Hence the indifference of Professor Mason (and numerous 
other economists) is justified only if the firm’s behavior turns out to be 
about the same in the newer theories as in the old ones. There is no reason 
so far for supposing that this will be so. 

There are other questions of long-run economic policy which have 
been only slightly investigated in economics and for which an accurate 
understanding of motivation in the business firm may well have even 
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more important implications than any mentioned thus far. The separa- 
tion of ownership from control may well affect the risk-taking behavior 
of the firm. Most commentators on this point—solid evidence is almost 
completely lacking—assume that “business bureaucrats” will be more 
conservative in their attitudes toward risk and innovation than en- 
trepreneur-owners. There is no very solid basis in psychological theory for 
making a definite prediction on this point, and the question can be an- 
swered only through empirical work. 


MOTIVATION: LABOR 


More can be said about the relations of economics and psychology 
in the area of labor relations than in the two areas previously discussed. By 
the same token, what has to be said is already well known to the spe- 
cialists in labor relations, who have been less respectful of disciplinary 
boundaries than most of their colleagues in psychology and economics. 
I shall try here to steer a middle course. I shall not attempt a full ex- 
position of the roles of economics, psychology, and sociology in labor 
economics and industrial relations, but point instead to a few key 
issues, 

The motivation of the employee can be and has been approached 
from the classical standpoint as a pure question of “labor economics.” At 
the other extreme, the same topic can be and has been approached as 
a pure question of the psychology of motivation. The field of labor 
economics and industrial relations is today an area of active communica- 
tion—although not always complete agreement—for economists, psy- 
chologists, and sociologists [14]. k 

The central ae ne similar to those considered in the two 
previous sections. We are interested in the job-taking and Jonen 
behaviors of the employee, in his behavior while employed on the ‘ae 
and in his activity in and through unions. Numerous predictions hx € 
made about all these segments of behavior if we make the classical I 
sumptions about economic rationality. The classical theory, for Ki 
predicts movement from one job to another in terms of we Si 
entials, and predicts the absence in equilibrium of en sin ui 
for comparable jobs. The classical theory also permits pre en p 
how employees will respond to wage incentive schemes—an A Se 
the theorizing about piece rates in the early scientific Be 
ment was thoroughly consistent with classical economic t ad shies 

The empirical evidence, on the other hand, only ea y PP pine 
classical predictions. Geographical movements of the la RER x 
ample, are responsive to many forces other than Wr : ci ‘easly 
though the influence of the latter, as one of several factors, 
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demonstrable. In the matter of wage incentive schemes, employee re- 
sponses have been shown to be far more complicated and dependent 
on far more complex relations than can be accounted for by a simple 
economic calculus, Unfortunately, we have as substitute for the classical 
model only a mass of empirical specifics that do not permit sharp predic- 
tions beyond the particular phenomena to which the data themselves 
relate. Thus, the situation is similar to that in the area of consumer mo- 
tivation and entrepreneurial motivation [37]. 


The Authority Relation 


One peculiar feature of the employment relation, which distin- 
guishes it from most other economic arrangements and transactions, is 
this: The employee sells his “services” to the employer and then becomes 
a “factor of production” [55]. Here the classical assumption of the sep- 
aration of production behavior from consumption behavior is clearly 
open to question. 

The economic model of the employee—once the employment bargain 
has been struck—is that of a passive and neutral agent of production who 
will accept the authority of the employer. A considerable body of psycho- 
logical evidence shows that the behavior of employees typically departs 
from this model of passivity and neutrality in a number of ways [28; 
37, chaps. 3, 4]. Among the hypotheses that have been pretty well vali- 
dated are these: 

1. The Hawthorne effect. When special attention is given to a group 
of workers by management (say, by enlisting them in an experimental 
situation), production is likely to rise independently of changes in actual 
working conditions. 

2. The interaction hypothesis. High morale and productivity in 
organizations are promoted if the employees have opportunities for inter- 
action with each other. Conversely, when the work is organized in such 
a way as to discourage cooperation, teamwork, or social intercourse, 
low morale is likely to result. 

3. The participation hypothesis. Significant changes in human be- 
havior can be brought about rapidly only if the persons who are expected 
to change participate in deciding what the change shall be and how it 
shall be made. 

4. The cross-pressures hypothesis. When the same individual has 
occasion for frequent and close contact with two or more groups that hold 
conflicting values and attitudes, he will find himself in internal personal 
conflict. The conflict is often evidenced by symptoms of frustration— 
withdrawal, aggressive behavior, and the like, 

In view of the prominence of phenomena like these in research data, 
and in the everyday practice of management as well, there is less tend- 
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ency to apply the economic calculus to supervisory problems than to most 
other areas of economic behavior. On the other hand, however signifi- 
cant these phenomena may be for the practice of management, they do 
not appear to have important implications for macroeconomics. Or to 
state the conclusion in a more precise way, if this revision of our picture 
of the employment relation has implications for public policy, these impli- 
cations cannot be explored via the classical economic model for discussing 
welfare questions. 


Labor Unions 


In discussing the employment relation we must give great attention 
to labor unions. The effect of unions on the relation can be discussed more 
conveniently in the next section, where we consider the topic of compe- 
tition among the few. Again, we shall see that the existence of unions pro- 
vides new reasons for lowering the walls between economics and the other 
behavioral sciences and for bringing social and political considerations to 
bear upon an economic relationship. 


CONFLICT OF INTEREST: OLIGOPOLY 


Economic theory avoids any assumption of common goals and paral- 
lel interests among the participants in the economic system. Through the 
authority relation, employees can agree to accept the goals of their em- 
ployers as guides to behavior; apart from this, each consumer is assumed 
to maximize his personal utility, each producer his profit.* 

The conflict of interests creates no particular problems of theory so 
long as cach participant in the system treats the other participants as 
parts of his given environment, and does not try to predict their behavior 
and anticipate it. But when this restriction is removed—when it is as- 
sumed that a seller takes into account the reactions of buyers to his ac- 
tions or that each manufacturer predicts the behaviors of his competi- 
tors—the precision of prediction of the classical theory vanishes. The only 
case where the classical theory can then be applied with complete safety 
is to situations of perfect competition—where the number of competitors 
is so large that each competitor may safely assume that the market price 
is a given which is not affected by his own actions. Notice that we are 
not concerned here with the usual antimonopoly argument that competi- 
tion is desirable from a welfare standpoint; what we are saying is that 
competition is an essential condition for unambiguous prediction of be- 
havior from the classical assumptions of economic rationality. 

“This does not rule out the possibility of nonselfish goals, for one person’s 
pleasure may enter into another person’s utility function; but since the utility func- 
tions are givens of economic analysis, their content is irrelevant to the theory. 
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The very assumptions of omniscient rationality that provide the 
basis for deductive prediction in economics when competition is present 
lead to ambiguity when they are applied to competition among the few. 
Awareness of this problem goes back a century to Augustin Cournot, but 
recognition of its fundamental character and sweeping consequences 
stems from von Neumann and Morgenstern’s The Theory of Games and 
Economic Behavior [62], published in 1944. The central difficulty in 
competition among the few is familiar to every bridge or poker player: 
Rational play requires one to outguess one’s opponents, but not to be 
outguessed by them—clearly not a consistent requirement, if it is applied 
to all the players. 

Von Neumann and Morgenstern proposed a solution in the case of 
a game with two players and a zero-sum payoff—that is, a payoff in 
which one player would lose what the other won. In this case “omnis- 
cient” rationality generally calls for each player to randomize his play in 
a specified way in order to prevent the opponent from discovering his 
intentions. If the players accept this definition of rationality and behave 
this way, then their behavior is predictable at least in an average sense. 

But when we attempt to extend the theory to situations that are not 
zero-sum. or that involve more than two players, the ambiguities reap- 
pear in new forms (specifically in the form of bargaining among actual 
or potential coalitions of players), and the theory no longer makes spe- 
cific predictions of behavior. 

A further objection against the theory of games, at least as a de- 
scriptive theory, is that it requires of economic man even more fantastic 
teasoning powers than does classical economic theory. For the elimination 
of the ambiguities that “outguessing” introduces into prediction, we must 
seek more realistic assumptions that stem from limitations upon the 
human capacity for rational calculation [36, chap. 10; 57]. 

In general, analyses of economic behavior in situations of oligopoly 
draw at least as heavily upon theories of power and bargaining—initially 
developed to explain political phenomena—as upon economic theory. 
This is true of both competition among producers (e.g., the automobile, 
steel, or aluminum industries) and between unions and employers (par- 
ticularly industry-wide collective bargaining). This framework does 
not lead to any more specific predictions of behavior than do other ap- 
proaches to these phenomena. However, it introduces a greater emphasis 
upon description and actual observation and is modest in its attempts to 
derive predictions by deductive reasoning from a few “plausible” prem- 
ises about human behavior [9, 49, 53]. 

Four important areas of social science and social policy—two in 
economics and two more closely related to political science—have as 
their central concern the phenomena of power and the processes of bar- 
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gaining, the theory of political parties, labor-management relations, in- 
ternational politics, and oligopoly theory. Any progress in the basic theory 
applicable to one of these is certain to be almost equally important to 
the others. 


COGNITION: THE CHALLENGE TO RATIONALITY 


Up to this point I have emphasized primarily the relations between 
economics and motivational theory in psychology. It is true that cognitive 
considerations have not been absent—for example, the formation of ex- 
pectations by the economic actor—but they have played a secondary 
role in the discussion. In the present section, cognitive matters will have 
the central place, while motivation and affect will be considered only as 
they interact with cognition. This shift in emphasis will allow us to view 
the relation of economics to psychology from a standpoint suggested by 
important recent trends in research on both sides of the interdisciplinary 
boundary. 

Classical economics minimized its dependence upon motivational 
theory in psychology by taking utility maximization (for the consumer) 
and profit maximization (for the entrepreneur) as the sole motives of 
economic man. Similarly, economics got along almost without psycho- 
logical hypotheses about economic man’s intellective qualities by assum- 
ing him to be “objectively” rational—that is, rational in dealing with a 
given external environment as viewed by an omniscient being gifted with 
unlimited powers of computation [54, chap. 4]. Given these basic as- 
sumptions, motivational and cognitive, nothing more need be known 
about economic man to predict his behavior; it suffices to have informa- 
tion about his environment—e.g., the prices in the markets in which he 
trades, his production function, and so on. 

Economists can claim—with considerable justification—that the 
classical model has had great predictive power in the areas of behavior 
with which they have been concerned. But economics has been moving 
steadily into newer areas where the power of the model has never been 
demonstrated and where its adequacy must be considered anew. Labor 
economics has been such an area, oligopoly or imperfect competition 
theory another, decision making under uncertainty a third, and the theory 
of economic development a fourth. I have already noted some difficulties 
the theory encountered in these new territories: 

1. When the assumptions of perfect competition were removed, even 
the definition of rationality became ambiguous. New definitions had to 
be constructed (by no means as “obvious” intuitively as was simple 
maximization) to extend the theory of rational behavior to bargaining 
and outguessing situations. Moreover, these new game-theory formula- 
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tions do not give a univocal prediction of how a rational man would 
behave, 

2. When the assumptions of perfect foresight were removed, the 
definition of rationality had to be extended in another direction to handle 
uncertainty about the environment. (There has been a strong tendency, 
under the influence of game theory, to wrap these two problems into 
one by treating “nature” as a malevolent opponent. While this solution 
appeals to some mathematicians and statisticians on aesthetic grounds, 
its logical or empirical basis is hard to find.) 

But extending the classical theory to these new areas requires more 
than broadening the definition of rationality. In addition, it requires a 
distinction between the objective environment in which the economic 
actor “really” lives and the subjective environment that he perceives and 
to which he responds. When this distinction is made, we can no longer 
predict his behavior—even if he behaves rationally—from the character- 
istics of the objective environment; we also need to know something 
about his perceptual and cognitive processes [57, 58]. 

The classical model is a theory of a man choosing among fixed and 
known alternatives to each of which is attached known consequences. 
When perception and cognition intervene between the decision maker 
and his objective environment, this model is no longer adequate. Then 
we need a description of the choice process that recognizes that alterna- 
tives are not given but must be sought and a description that takes into 
account the arduous task of determining what consequences will follow 
on cach of the alternatives [11]. 

The decision maker’s information about his environment is much less 
than an approximation of the real environment. The term “approxima- 
tion” implies that the subjective world of the decision maker resembles 
quite closely the external environment but lacks, perhaps, some fineness 
of detail. The psychological evidence contradicts this view—the per- 
ceived world is fantastically different from the “real” world. The differ- 
ences involve both omissions and distortions and arise in both perception 
and inference, 

N Psychological research has paid most attention to the sins of com- 
mission—to the distortions of the external environment in perception and 
inference. In recent years, experimental work [e.g., Sherif, 51, Asch, 3] 
has emphasized affect as a cause of distortion. For our purposes, however 
—understanding the relations of psychology to economics—the sins of 
omission in perception are more important than the sins of commission. 
The ‚decision maker’s model of the world encompasses only a minute 
fraction of all the relevant characteristics of the real environment, and 
his inferences extract only a minute fraction of all the information that 
is present, even in his model. Under these circumstances, his choices can- 


Economics and Psychology 711 


not be predicted from a knowledge of the external environment without 
a knowledge also of the selective mechanisms that are part of his per- 
ceptual and problem-solving processes [37]. 

Perception is sometimes referred to as a “filter.” This term is as mis- 
leading as “approximation,” and for the same reason: It implies that 
what comes through into the central nervous system is really quite a bit 
like what is “out there,” In fact, the filtering is not merely a passive selec- 
tion of some part of a presented whole, but an active process involving 
attention to a very small part of the whole and exclusion, from the outset, 
of almost all that is not within the scope of attention. We need not argue 
the issue of “conscious” and “subconscious” perception; we need simply 
observe that every human organism lives in an environment that gen- 
erates millions of bits of new information each second and that the 
bottleneck of the perceptual apparatus certainly does not admit more 
than 1,000 bits per second and probably much less. 

Equally significant omissions characterize the processing that takes 
place when information reaches the brain. As every mathematician 
knows, it is one thing to have a set of differential equations and another 
to have their solutions. Yet the solutions are logically implied by the 
equations—they are “all there,” if we only knew how to get at them! 
By the same token, hosts of inferences might be drawn from the informa- 
tion stored in the brain but they are not. The consequences implied by 
information in the memory become known only through active informa- 
tion processing, and hence through active selection of particular problem- 
solving paths from the myriad that might have been followed. 

If we have a rat in a very small maze, with cheese at one branch 
point, and if we give the rat plenty of time to explore, we can predict 
where he will finally go without any very deep knowledge of rat psy- ' 
chology. We simply assume that he likes cheese (a given utility function) 
and that he chooses the path that leads to cheese (objective rationality). 
If we now transfer the rat to a maze having a number of pieces of cheese 
in it, but a maze that is several orders of magnitude larger than the 
largest maze he could possibly explore in a rat’s lifetime, then prediction 
is more difficult. We must now know how a rat solves problems in order 
to determine where he will go. We must understand what determines the 
paths he will try and what clues will make him continue along a path or 
go back. 

Classical economics was highly successful in handling small-maze 
problems without depending on psychology. Labor relations, imperfect 
competition, uncertainty, and long-run dynamics encase the decision 
maker in a much larger maze than those considered in classical short-run 
Static theory. In these new areas the economist and the psychologist have 
numerous common interests in cognitive theory that they have not shared 
previously. 
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The Government of Attention: Roles 


Short-run predictions of behavior, where there is a large discrepancy 
between. subjective and objective rationality, require information both 
about the environment and about the frame of reference of the decision 
maker. In the longer run, the frame of reference may itself become the 
dependent variable for prediction, but a variable not easily eliminated 
from the analysis. For even if the environment is one of the long-run 
determinants of the frame of reference, there is no reason to suppose that 
there is any simple one-to-one relation between them. Although the indi- 
vidual and the social system to which he belongs must meet long-run tests 
of survival and efficiency, there are certainly multiple solutions to the 
survival problem (as evidenced, in another realm, by the large number 
of distinct biological species). 

Although the distinction between the perceived environment and the 
objective environment is important in many parts of sociology, social 
psychology, and individual psychology, there has been little consensus as 
to what terms should be used to denote the perceived environments. 
Those in common use include “frame of reference,” “set,” “definition of 
the situation,” and “role.” None of these terms is exactly synonymous 
with the others—at least in the usage of a single writer—but all are used 
in a variety of meanings, and each has a large area of overlap with the 
others. 

For the purposes of this essay, we need not solve this terminological 
problem—we can use the four terms above more or less interchangeably. 
But we must clarify the concepts to which the terms refer. Indeed, this 
clarification opens important possibilities for contributions of economics 
to psychology and vice versa.” In the following paragraphs I shall propose 
a revision in the concept of “role” or “frame of reference” that appears to 
me essential to the fruitful application of that concept.’ In the next section, 
the redefined concept will be used to interpret some of the significant 
relevant current research. 4 

: A current definition of role [42, p. 278] that is representative of defi- 
nitions in use in social psychology and sociology reads: “Each position 
carries with it definite prescriptions for behaving toward other persons 
in related positions. . . . Such ways of behaving toward others . . . are 
called roles.” For brevity, we may say that roles are usually defined as 
positionally prescribed sets of behaviors. 

‘There is, up to the present time, a great poverty of propositions about 
the characteristics of roles (as distinguished from propositions about how 
roles are acquired). This poverty can be traced in large part to the un- 

* Bruner et al. provide a somewhat different example of important conceptual 


borrowing of psychology from economics and game theory [8]. 
* For a more detailed discussion of the proposal set forth here, see Simon (54). 
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satisfactory nature of the definition of role. The definition provides a 
name or label for a phenomenon but not a useful tool for its analysis. 
The difficulty resides in the term “behaviors,” which designates the unit 
for the description of roles. A “behavior” or “action” is not a satisfactory 
unit for describing the cognitive orientations of persons to their en- 
vironments. 

The inadequacy of this basis for role description becomes apparent 
when we try to apply the role concept to rational and adaptive behavior. 
If roles were prescribed sets of behaviors, then there would be no place 
for rational calculation in role behavior. A person could decide whether 
he would conform to a role (and this is the topic most prominently dis- 
cussed in the literature on roles), but having decided that he would con- 
form, the role prescription would itself determine his behavior in that role. 

A concept of role that does not admit processes of rational choice is 
obviously useless for describing the behavior of economic or administra- 
tive man. We need something like the role concept, for we need to dis- 
tinguish between the objective and subjective environments of choice. At 
the same time, we must avoid substituting, in the theory, socially pre- 
scribed sets of behaviors for choice. We need a definition of role that 
accomplishes the former without implying the latter. 

The difficulties with the role concept disappear if we introduce the 
decision premise as the unit of role description in place of the behavior. 
A role—in terms of this definition—is a social prescription of some, but 
not all, of the premises that enter into an individual’s choices of behaviors 
[54, pp. 221-228; 19]. Any particular concrete behavior is the result of 
a large number of premises, only some of which are prescribed by the 
role. In addition to role premises, there are premises about the state of 
the environment based directly on perception, premises representing be- 
liefs and knowledge, and idiosyncratic premises that characterize the 
personality. 

A fanciful (but only slightly fanciful) example will help to make 
clear both the distinction between the new definition and the usual one— 
and the reason for making it. Suppose we were to construct a robot in- 
corporating a modern digital computer and to program (i.e., instruct) 
the robot to take the role of a business executive in a specified company. 
What would the program look like? Since no one has yet done this [1 t 
17], we cannot say with certainty. However, several points are fairly 
clear. The program would not consist of a list of prescribed and pro- 
scribed behaviors, since what an executive does is highly contingent on 
information about a wide variety of circumstances. Instead, the program 
would consist of a large number of criteria to be applied to possible and 
proposed courses of action, of pragrams for generating possible courses of 
action, of computational procedures for assessing the state of the environ- 
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ment and its implications for action, and the like. Hence, the program— 
that is, the role prescription—would interact with information to produce 
concrete behavior adapted to the situation. The elements of such a pro- 
gram take the form of what we have called “decision premises,” and 
what the computer specialist would call “instructions and data” [45]. 


Roles and the Process of Rational Decision 


The definition of role in terms of decision premises is useful not only 
for clarifying concepts, but also for constructing actual detailed descrip- 
tions of concrete roles preparatory to analyzing the structure of these roles 
and their specific content. We can study the form of the role prescription 
and the cognitive and other central processes through which it is trans- 
lated into action; at this point we can expect some genuine congruence 
to develop between the “economic” or “administrative” man and the 
“problem-solving” man who has been studied in psychology. 

This is not a mere prospectus to be realized at some undefined future 
date. A substantial number of current research efforts in different fields 
are converging toward this point, as the following examples show: 

Economics. Normative microeconomics seeks to advise the business- 
man in his decisions—whether to buy a piece of equipment, how much 
inventory to hold, what price to pay for a product, etc. Hence theories in 
this field take the form of decision-making procedures for handling par- 
ticular problems. To mention just one example, linear programming theory 
has been used to construct a computational model for determining the 
most profitable blending policies in an oil refinery [10]. 

These decision models are not merely abstract “theories” of the firm, 
but actual decision-making devices. We can think of any such a device 
as a simulation of the corresponding human decision maker, in which 
the equations and other assumptions that enter into the formal decision- 
making procedure correspond to the decision premises, including the role 
prescription, of the decision maker [10a, 12]. 

, In particular, the problems of subjective rationality must be faced 
in constructing normative decision models: (1) The latter can require 
for their application only data that are obtainable; (2) they can call only 
for practicable computations; (3) in so far as they utilize forecasts, they 
must specify a method of forecasting. These models, then, share many of 
the properties of less formal decision-making processes and provide us 
with concrete examples of decision-making roles described in terms of 
the premises used in deciding, the data, and the rules of computation. 

b Higher mental processes. Students of human problem solving have 
tried to describe in some detail the stages of the process and the steps 
taken by the problem solver. Although the studies that have been re- 
ported to date fall far short of complete descriptions of the process—in 
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many respects less complete than the normative economic models men- 
tioned above—they point clearly in the direction of describing the prob- 
lem solver in terms of his “program,” i.e., the premises that determine 
the course of the process [8, 20]. 

Electronic computers. Until very recently, the electronic digital com- 
puter was a device that, if instructed in painful detail by its operator, 
could be induced to perform rather complicated and tedious arithmetical 
operations, Recent research has enabled the computer to interpret and 
execute instructions given to it in languages that begin to have some of 
the power and flexibility of natural languages and to carry out tasks 
that, if performed by humans, we would certainly call “thinking” and 
“learning.” 

A few items will illustrate the stage that such research has reached, 
Several computers have been programmed to design industrial equipment 
(for example, small motors and transformers), and the persons who have 
devised these programs believe that their main processes simulate the 
decision procedures previously followed by the design engineers—hence 
describe the role of design engineer in these situations, Second, a com- 
puter program, the General Problem Solver (44, 46], is able to reason 
in rather general terms, solving problems of discovering proofs for mathe- 
matical theorems, proving trigonometric and algebraic identities, and a 
variety of other problems by applying means-end analysis. The program 
has been shown to simulate the main processes used by college students 
in solving some novel problems of moderate difficulty. Another computer 
program [10a, 11] simulates the decision processes used by a bank offi- 
cer in investing the assets of a trust fund. A third [23] shows that the 
same basic cognitive processes can be used to explain on the one hand, 
certain economic predictions of businessmen and, on the other, the be- 
havior of subjects in partial reinforcement experiments. f 

These computer programs contribute to economic theory by provid- 
ing very concrete explanations of significant economic decision-making 
processes, At the same time, they are laying the foundations for an opera- 
tional and rigorous information-processing theory of human thinking and 
problem solving. They bring promise of a far closer relation between 
economic and psychological theories of decision making than we have 
had in the past [60a]. So long as economics emphasized macroscopic 
events and ignored detailed process within the business firm and so long 
as psychology avoided the complexities of higher mental process in favor 
of rigorous experiments on simple learning and choice situations, the two 
fields had little common ground. With the appearance of computer pro- 
gramming as a tool powerful enough to allow the study of thinking and 
learning processes in situations as complex as those of everyday life, it 
will no longer be acceptable to explain the same phenomena with two 
different, and often contradictory, bodies of theory. 
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The Structure of Organizational and Economic Roles 


We see that the role of a person who is behaving rationally or adap- 
tively can be identified in large part with the decision premises he applies 
to the substance of his problem and the decision premises that govern his 
problem-solving processes. We see also that rapid progress is being made 
toward a more accurate and complete description of certain economic, 
executive, and technical roles (or parts of them). Apart from normative 
applications (e.g., substituting computers for humans in decision-making 
tasks), we are not primarily interested—as psychologists or economists— 
in the detailed description of the roles, but in broader questions—char- 
acterizing the structure of roles in general terms, understanding how roles 
come to be structured in the particular ways they do, and tracing out 
the implications for macroeconomics and other large-scale social phenom- 
ena of this version of role theory. 

Characterizing role structure. Here we are concerned with general- 
izations about cognitive processes, particularly generalizations that 
are relatively independent of the substantive content of the role. A classi- 
cal example is Dewey’s description of stages in the problem-solving process 
and its use in Bales’s categories for coding group discussions [4, 30]. 
Another example, of particular interest to economics, is the hypothesis 
that economic man is a satisficing animal whose problem solving is 
based on search activity to meet aspiration levels, rather than a maxi- 
mizing animal whose problem solving involves finding the best alterna- 
tives in terms of specified criteria [57]. A third hypothesis is that opera- 
tive goals, associated with observable criteria of success, and relatively 
definite means of attainment, play a much larger part in governing 
choice than nonoperative goals, lacking concrete measures of success 
or programs for attainment [37, chap. 6]. 

Understanding how roles emerge. Within almost any single business 
firm, certain characteristic roles will be represented—selling, production, 
accounting, and so on [16, 19]. Partly, this consistency may be explained 
in functional terms—a model that views the firm as producing a product, 
selling it, and accounting for its assets and liabilities simplifies the real 
world and provides the members of the organization with a workable 
frame of reference. Imitation within the culture provides an alternative 
explanation. It is exceedingly difficult to test hypotheses as to the origins 
and causal conditions for roles as universal in the society as these, but 
the underlying mechanisms could probably be explored effectively by 
studying less common roles—safety director, quality control inspector, or 
the like, that are found in some firms, but not in all, 

With our present definition of “role,” we can also speak meaningfully 
of the role of an entire business firm—of decision premises that under- 
lie its basic policies [6, chap. 3; 17]. In a particular industry, we find 
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that some firms specialize in adapting the product to individual cus- 
tomers’ specifications; others specialize in product innovation. The com- 
mon interest of economics and psychology includes not only the study of 
individual roles, but also the explanation of organizational roles of these 
sorts, 

Tracing the implications for macroeconomics. If basic professional 
goals remain as they are, the interest of the psychologist and the econo- 
mist in role theory will stem from somewhat different ultimate aims, 
The former will use various economic and organizational phenomena as 
data for studying the structure and determinants of roles; the latter will 
be primarily interested in the implications or role theory for the model of 
economic man and, indirectly, for macroeconomics. 

Let us consider, by way of example, the economic theory of the size 
of firms. The classical theory is a static equilibrium theory: Firms of 
optimum size in terms of average cost per unit of output drive other 
firms to this size or out of business. Hence the “typical” size of firm 
in an industry will be that at which average cost per unit is a mini- 
mum. Attempts to determine empirically what this size is in specific 
cases have not been very successful; the theory is further embarrassed 
by the fact that in almost all industries there is an extremely wide dis- 
persion of firms by size. 

The empirical data are more easily reconciled with a model that 
assumes that the firm searches for growth opportunities than with one 
that assumes equilibrium at an optimum [6, pp. 72-73]. Thus research 
at the microlevel on the actual mechanisms of decision making and 
problem solving has important implications at the macrolevel for the size 
distributions of firms. The implications extend both to the explanation 
of the phenomena and the consequences for economic welfare of various 
kinds of governmental interventions to alter the size distributions of 
firms [60]. 

The topics of innovation and technological change provide somewhat 
more obvious links than the one just discussed between the firm and 
individual decision maker, on the one hand, and the economy and society, 
on the other. The factors determining the rate of a nation’s economic 
and technological development are still very much matters of speculation. 
In particular, classical economics, built upon basically static models of 
the economy, does not readily handle the processes of invention, growth, 
and diffusion of knowledge as determinants of productivity or of the rate 
of capital investment. Some progress has been made in exploring the 
Processes by which innovations are diffused through a culture [13, 25]. 
However, little or nothing is known of the determinants of the rate and 

irection of inventive activity or how technical know-how is “stored 
and reproduced by a society. A better understanding of these processes 
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would have obvious implications for the decisions that individual firms 
have to make in budgeting and directing research and development ac- 
tivities, for the decisions of governments relating to economic develop- 
ment, and for the encouragement of technological progress. Hence im- 
proved theories of human thinking and problem solving may have a 
major impact on economic and business policy. 


Concluding Comments 


This discussion of the mutual interests of economics and the be- 
havioral sciences in cognitive processes—and particularly those of the 
rational decision maker—has necessarily been more speculative than 
earlier sections of this article. Here we are examining an area of inves- 
tigation that is just emerging—just becoming an important element in 
the social scientist’s model of the world. In describing this area, I have 
tried to point to a number of the diverse research activities that testify to 
its growing significance and its possible implications for the social sciences. 

The relative lack of communication between economists and be- 
havioral scientists on the topic of motivation can be attributed in con- 
siderable part to the economist’s belief that his purposes are served by 
a very rudimentary theory of motivational processes, a theory he can con- 
struct without much outside help. Cognitive theory has been of great 
concern both to economics (rationality) and to behavioral scientists 
(learning, problem solving). What has limited communication here has 
been the great difference between the models of rational behavior that 
have prevailed in the several disciplines. There are strong indications to- 
day that a more realistic description of human rationality is emerging— 


one that may serve as common ground for a wide variety of social scien- 
tists [8, 20, 46]. 


METHODOLOGICAL BORROWINGS 


A person who has occasion to wander into various territories in the 
social sciences is struck not only by the diversity of tribal customs re- 
lating to substantive matters—concepts and theories—but by the diversity 
of methodologies as well. If a social scientist is discovered computing a 
regression coefficient, he is almost certainly an economist; a factor analy- 
sis identifies him as a psychologist, probably working with test data, a 
t or chi-square test, or as a social or experimental psychologist, probably 
working with experimental data, etc. Mathematical statistics has pro- 
vided a common meeting ground for the statistically sophisticated of all 
disciplines, but the statistical techniques they have brought back to their 
own tribes have tended to be somewhat specialized. Scaling techniques 
and latent structure analysis are hardly known outside social psychology; 
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the country of origin; the work that has been done on the statistical iden- 
tification problem is an even more closely held secret of the econometri- 
cians. The highly technical nature of some of these developments and the 
language in which they must be described have hindered their diffusion. 

The same may be said about empirical methodology. For a tradi- 
tional economic theorist, an empirical study means going to the reports 
of the U.S. Census or the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 
A social psychologist generates new data by experimenting with small 
groups of college sophomores in a laboratory. The anthropologist-sociol- 
ogist buys a ticket to New Guinea or Newburyport. The ecologist-sociol- 
ogist and the demographer-sociologist behave more like the economist, 
looking largely to official tabulations of aggregative data for their in- 
formation. The public opinion specialist constructs a stratified random 
sample and asks questions of a number of respondents. These are some 
of the principal varieties of social scientists, viewed as data seekers. 

Recent years have seen an increasing amount of borrowing of em- 
pirical methodologies among disciplines, although the average experience 
of social scientists trained in one discipline, but using the data-gathering 
techniques of the others, is very slight. A few economists are now using 
questionnaires and the interview as a means for learning about economic 
behavior. An even smaller group is exploring the possibilities of actually 
observing behavior within the business firm. A few studies, easily counted 
on the fingers, have attempted to elucidate economic phenomena by 
laboratory experimentation. 

All of these activities seem to be growing—amidst a certain healthy 
skepticism of traditionally trained economists—and growing not merely 
in quantity but in their sophistication of technique. For example, the 
belief that the way to learn how a businessman makes decisions is to ask 
him (comparable to earlier beliefs in most public opinion polling studies) 
is gradually waning; one or two of the most carefully designed and con- 
trolled studies of utility functions show a high degree of sophistication 
with respect to introspective evidence. > 

The borrowing in the other direction—from economics to the be- 
havioral sciences—lies more in the direction of statistics and mathematical 
formalization than empirical techniques. Mathematical theorizing is 
undoubtedly most highly developed in economics, where it has been in- 
timately involved in the advance of theory over the last fifty years. Re- 
cently, the trend toward mathematical formalization of theories has 
spread to psychology and, to a lesser extent, sociology [30]. The number 
of social scientists capable of handling mathematics as consumers and as 
producers is increasing rapidly, and we may expect it to continue to do 
so under the impetus it has been given by the Social Science Research 
Council and the Ford Foundation. 
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As we survey the various aspects of methodology, then, we observe 
a slow but significant diffusion of empirical techniques from the be- 
havioral sciences to economies and a retum traffic in statistics and mathe- 
matics, These streams of difusion of knowledge are bringing about im- 
portant advances in the technical level of both empirical and theoretical 
work in the social sciences, 


CONCLUSION 

I shall not try to summarize further what is already a compressed 
survey of an wide range of topics. The word “interdiscipli 
nary” is in fashion in the social sciences, but my review of the litera 
ture has not any great excess of interdisciplinary fervor on the 
whole. On the contrary, the boundaries remain rather effective 


acess 2 eher tone of nse whether 
the existing constitute a satisfactory frame of reference for 
the sciences of man. If the sub rationality of the social scientist 
Sere nd interpreting the objective facts of the 
real world of social phenomena, a more effective set of role definitions 
than thone in current use needs to be found. 
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UTILITY THEORY OF ECONOMIC BEHAVIOR 


Choice Under Static Conditions 


Theory. Broadly speaking, utility theory is concerned with the 
problem of choice by an individual from a set of alternative possibilities 
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available to him. The most usual economic context is that of choosing 
commodities. Suppose an individual has a given income. There are n 
commodities, each of which can be purchased in any quantity, but at a 
fixed price per unit. Then the individual is, in effect, permitted to choose 


only such amounts x:, . . . , xn of commodities 1, . . . , n, respectively, 
as do not exceed in cost the amount of income available to him. If 
bu >- » , pa are the prices of commodities 1, ... , n, respectively, 


then his total expenditures are ¥ pix; If M is the individual’s total 


7 
income, then we are restricting the choice of commodities to those com- 


binations which satisfy the condition Y pixi <M. If M or any of the 


i 
prices pi changes, then the chosen amount xı, . . . , Xn will change. 
Thus for each i, x: is a function of pı, . . . , pn and M. This relation is 
known as a demand function. 

The prices and income together limit the range of alternative com- 
modity bundles among which the consumer may choose. They thus de- 
fine what Pareto has called “the obstacles.” The utility theory of choice 
states that the choice in any given situation depends on an interaction of 
the externally given obstacles with the tastes of the individual and that 
the obstacles and tastes can be thought of as independent variables. The 
utility theory asserts, more precisely, that the tastes can be represented by 
an ordering according to preference of all conceivable alternatives. In 
the usual theory of consumption it is imagined that the individual could 
be asked in advance for his preference between any pair of given bun- 
dles.* It is assumed that these pairwise comparisons taken together have 
the property of transitivity—that is, if bundle A is preferred to bundle B 
in a choice between those two, and B to C in a similar pairwise choice, 
then A would be preferred to C if those were the two alternatives. 

Preference among commodity bundles is thus assumed to constitute 
an ordinal scale. For any given set of obstacles—that is, any range of 
alternatives available to the chooser—there will be, under certain mathe- 
matical conditions that need not be elaborated here, one alternative 
which is preferred to all others. This alternative to be chosen can be pre- 
dicted from a knowledge of the obstacles, which are presumably objec- 
tively given, and the tastes, which in principle are determinable from a 
Series of experiments of a different type. 


*From the point of view of proper experimentation, the above statement is 
much too simple. What is really desired is the actual choice an individual would 
make if confronted with a pair of commodity bundles, not his verbal responses to 
a question. The relation between verbally expressed and behavioral preferences is 
one of considerable methodological interest. If conditions could be found under 
which they could be expected to coincide, experimentation could be considerably 
simplified, 
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In economics, a convenient representation of this choice process has 
been given by means of a utility function. This is a function assigning to 
every alternative—that is, every commodity bundle—a number, in such 
a way that the utility of one bundle is greater than the utility of another 
if and only if the first bundle is preferred to the second. Notice that this 
is simply a conyenient mathematical way of describing an ordinal scale 
and that it does not have any further significance at the present level of 
discussion. In particular, the utility function is unique only up to a mono- 
tone transformation. If we represent preference scales by utility functions, 
we can say the demand functions are defined by maximizing the utility 
function, subject to the constraints implied by the restriction that total 
expenditures not exceed total income. 

This theory of the formation of demand is not a very strong theory, 
but it is not a tautology either. In many respects, it is very close to the 
hedonistic position in psychology which currently seems to be undergoing 
revival. However, psychological theory is usually much more explicit 
than pure economic theory? about the nature of pleasures and pains. 

Time series verification, Economists usually use two kinds of data 
to study consumption: budgets and time series of consumption of specific 
items. In the former, a sample of families at different income levels is 
taken and the consumption pattern of each family is found. Then, for 
any specific commodity—tea, for example—consumption can be related 
to income. Of course, other variables enter in. For the purpose of testing 
utility theory, this is not very satisfactory, since at any given moment in 
time, prices are the same for all families. Hence the only variation being 
studied is income. 

The alternative is to take data on the total consumption of a com- 
modity by years or by other time periods and relate it to prices of that 
and other commodities and to total national income. There is a somewhat 
rer u here in that the theory relates to the consumption of the 

ual, while the data relates to the consumption of a national or 
other unit. 


2 o 
I cannot help being struck by the parallelism between the economists’ concepts 


z tastes a obstacles and Freud’s pleasure principle and reality principle. The 
en e ese of the ommipotence of wishes,” seems to correspond to a pure 
ß P ssion of tastes, While the reality principle corresponds to recognition that 
astes can only be satisfied in so far as they are compatible with the obstacles pre- 
sented by the external world, including other individuals, 

Freud’s use of the term “economic” in his discussio of metapsychology is 
remarkably precise. He is referring to the = En 
libido among competing uses 
among competing commoditi 
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The utility theory implies that the demand function will satisfy cer- 
tain conditions. One is that the demand function for any commodity is 
homogeneous of degree zero in prices and income—that is, if all prices 
and income were multiplied through by the same number, the demand 
would remain unchanged. (In effect, a change in all prices and in income 
is the same as a change in the name of the monetary unit and therefore 
should be of no consequence.) Virtually all time series analysis presup- 
poses homogeneity and, since it is usual to get relations which fit very 
well, this may be taken as a confirmation of the homogeneity implication 
of the utility theory. 

A more severe test is posed by the so-called “Slutzky relation.” Let 
fi(ps, - » . , pny M) be the demand for commodity i as a function of 
prices and income; there is one such demand function for every com- 
modity. Then the utility theory has the following implication: 


Of: Ofi 075 ðf; 
ap, am — ob, M 
There have been a few attempts made to verify this relationship. One is 
due to Wold and Juréen [63, pp. 300-302]. By regression analysis on 
data from 1921 to 1939 for Sweden, they estimated the demands for 
animal foods and vegetable foods as functions of the two prices and in- 
come. The estimated coefficients do not contradict the Slutzky relation, 
although they can hardly be said to support it very strongly. A similar 
conclusion is reached in a study of British data by Stone [56]. 
Experimental verification. Studies such as those by Wold and 
Juréen and Stone suffer, of course, from the uncontrolled nature of the 
underlying conditions. Many other properties of the economic system 
have changed during the period studied. It is not surprising that it is 
difficult to get any clear-cut results. It is this which has led some econo- 
mists and psychologists to investigate the transitivity of preference and 
similar problems by experimental methods. Perhaps the earliest was the 
study of L. L. Thurstone [59]. He considered three commodities—hats, 
shoes, and overcoats—and assumed that the utility function had the form 


3 

J ki log x; 

i=l 

Under these conditions, one may also consider the utility function for any 
two commodities, obtained simply by ignoring the third term. He first 
took a fixed bundle x:°, x2° of the first two commodities; by repeated 
questions, he found which pairs xı, x2 were preferred to x, Xe and 
which pairs found inferior. Verbal responses were used. By interpolation, 
an indifference curve could be found, which gave for each xı a value of 
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xe, such that xı, x» was indifferent to x°, x2". For the particular utility 
function assumed, this indifference curve should have the form 


kı log xı + kz log x2 = constant 


The best fitting such curve was found (note that only the ratio k»/kı is 
of consequence). This operation was repeated for alternative fixed bun- 
dles x1°, x2". Since kı and kə are assumed to be independent of the fixed 
bundle, a pooled estimate of these parameters was obtained. 

By a similar procedure, estimates of kz and ks were obtained. Since 
these estimates are defined only up to proportional changes in kz and ks, 
they can be normalized, so that the two estimates of kz are the same. 
Under the assumptions made, the preference as between two bundles of 
commodities 1 and 3 is determined by the relative values of 


kı log xı + ks log xs 


Actual preference statements as between pairs xı, xs were tested 
against those predicted. From a graphical representation, it can be seen 
that the prediction is good, but not perfect. No tests of significance were 
used. 

It should be made clear that in Thurstone’s work, as in all subsequent 
work, the hypothesis of strict transitivity in a deterministic sense is not 
being seriously entertained; it is clearly rejected by the data. What is 
really tested is some concept of stochastic transitivity. In the studies re- 
viewed in this section, the stochastic element is not analyzed in great de- 
tail but is added on to a deterministic hypothesis much in the way re- 
sidual terms are added to a deterministic relation in the usual application 
of regression analysis to hypothesis testing. More recent attempts at a 
theory which encompass probabilistic choices in its structure are discussed 
below (see section on Probabilistic Choices). 2 

Several rather ingenious studies have been made in recent years in 
testing the transitivity hypothesis. P. H. Benson [5] asked individuals to 
rank separately appetizers, entrées, and desserts from a specified list. 
Prices were given for the various items and the subjects were asked to 
choose a meal within a fixed budget constraint. He scaled the three 
separate rankings according to a modified form of the methods of paired 
comparisons and assumed that the utility of the meal was the sum of 
the utilities of the appetizer, entrée, and dessert, utility being assumed 
equal to scale found. It has been discovered that the choice of the meal 
could be very well explained by the assumption of utility maximization 
subject to the given prices and incomes. The assumption that the utilities 
are additive for the given scale is rather arbitrary. It is perhaps then even 
more surprising that agreement is so good. 
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More recently there have been two very carefully controlled experi- 
ments which tend to confirm the transitivity hypothesis. One was devel- 
oped by Andreas G. Papandreou [47]. Individuals were asked to choose 
between pairs of combinations of tickets for different recreational events, 
e.g., to choose between two opera and two ballet tickets, and one opera 
and three ballet tickets. It was not assumed that the choice made between 
a given pair of alternatives would remain the same on repeated trials. 
Instead, it was hypothesized that the difference between the utilities of 
any two alternatives was a random variable, the alternative with the 
higher utility being chosen on any particular trial. This hypothesis was 
tested against the alternatives of any probabilities of choosing among 
alternatives. The evidence was overwhelming that the transitivity hypoth- 
esis was satisfied. 

A similar result has been obtained more recently by Arnold M. Rose 
[50]. Rose asked opinions about the relative seriousness of different 
criminal offenses. The questionnaire consisted of pairwise comparisons 
and was repeated after two months. It was considered that observed 
circularities (intransitivities) could result from random choices between 
alternatives that are really very close, carelessness, or “true” intransitivity. 
No explicit model of the alternative hypothesis was formulated, but a 
number of observations which tended to minimize the possibility of true 
intransitivity were made. Three of the seventy-four subjects had no cir- 
cularities on either test, and forty-seven did not repeat on the second test 
any circularity which occurred on the first. Less than 10 per cent of all 
circularities were repeated. It appears that most circularities could be 
attributed to carelessness. Of the repeated circularities, most were made on 
close alternatives (closeness being measured by the Thurstone scale based 
on paired comparisons for all subjects), and thus could be attributed to 
forcing a decision between alternatives that are virtually indifferent. It 
was concluded that “true” intransitivity was rare. 

On the other hand, Kenneth O. May [37] found a considerable de- 
gree of intransitivity in choices by college students as to the qualities of 
three hypothetical marriage partners. Each potential wife was described 
in terms of intelligence, looks, and wealth, and the three possible part- 
hers were so chosen that if ranking was done by considering a majority 
of the three qualities, the result was circular. The subjects made pair- 
wise choices among the three partners, who were given different des- 
ignations but the same descriptions in the different choices. Seventeen 
Out of sixty-two subjects had the circular preference pattern defined by 
a majority of the qualities; the remainder, close to three-fourths of the 
whole, had different transitive preference patterns. T 

The evidence seems mostly to be on the side of verifying the tran- 
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Sitivity postulate, but obviously the data are far from conclusive. In par- 
ticular, it would be useful to run experiments in which the individual 
could actually get some of the rewards so that the choice would be be- 
havioristic rather than merely verbal. 

Utilities and reference groups. Among other choices made by an 
individual with a given income, one is dividing it between consumption 
and savings. Although this division leads into dynamic problems to be 
discussed in the section on Choice in Dynamic Situations, it can be 
thought of first in the same way as a choice among commodities. In this 
context, there has been one line of thought which relates decisions about 
savings to the behavior of others in the community. 

Dorothy Brady and Rose Friedman [7] studied budget data for 
different parts of the country. They found that the relation between 
savings and income was different by geographical areas. However, it 
could be shown that the ratio of savings to income could be explained 
in terms of the individual’s relative position on the income scale of his 
particular geographical area. Thus an individual whose income was the 
median for the South would save the same proportion of his income as 
one who was at the median income position for the Northeast, even 
though those two median levels were very different. 

This line of investigation was continued by James S. Duesenberry 
[13]. He argued that the utility derived by an individual for a given 
bundle, particularly a given level of consumption, was not absolute, but 
relative to the general consumption level of those whom he regarded as 
his peers. Thus there is a theory of changes in the individual’s preference 
system. At any given moment—that is, at any given level of consumption 
by the community at large—the preference ranking of an individual for 
different amounts of consumption is well defined, but the ranking will 
change with changes in the community’s consumption level. 

This hypothesis has the advantage of explaining an apparent con- 
tradiction between time series and budget data. If one takes a given 
point in time and relates savings of families to incomes, the savings- 
income ratio tends to increase with income. On the other hand, time 
series data such as that of Simon Kuznets [29] show that the percentage 
saved by the community as a whole has been roughly constant since 
1879. These two observations are apparently incompatible because, if 
the first relation held, a rise in income of the average member of the 
community would result in a higher savings-income ratio. Duesenberry’s 
hypothesis would reconcile this paradox by arguing that individual 
preference rankings have shifted over time with the growth in real in- 
come and therefore consumption. He found further support for this view 
in such studies as those of Richard Centers and Hadley Cantril [9], which 
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showed that the income to which an individual aspired tended to be related 
to differences between social status and economic status, in other words, 
peer-group influences. 

A common general hypothesis in social psychology is that the desira- 
bility of alternatives is related to the standard set by the group of which 
the individual considers himself a member. An experiment which bears 
closely on the economic issues is that of Paul Hoffman, Leon Festinger, 
and Douglas Lawrence [23]. The subjects engage in a three-person game. 
The game is completely symmetric among all individuals and therefore 
the individual’s only chance of winning is by forming a two-member 
coalition, 

One of the hypotheses tested is that individuals are motivated by their 
scores relative to the scores of others whom they regard as comparable, 
not by their absolute scores. This hypothesis was tested by an ingenious 
experimental procedure. In each group of three, there was one instructed 
participant (unknown to the other two). Tt was arranged that he com- 
mand an initial lead. The other two formed coalitions with each other to an 
extent significantly greater than chance, indicating a preference for reduc- 
ing the instructed participant's lead rather than achieving a greater score. 

On the other hand, a study of savings data from some highly selected 
groups by James Tobin [60] seems to show that savings depend on ab- 
solute income rather than relative income. However, this interpretation 
of the data has been challenged [18, pp. 169-182]. 


Choice in Dynamic Situations 


Theory. Obviously, much choice behavior is forward-looking. De- 
cisions made today have repercussions for the future and are themselves 
conditioned by what has happened in the past. In the field of consump- 
tion, the most obvious example is that of durable consumer's goods. The 
purchase of a refrigerator or automobile is made with a view toward the 
stream of benefits to be received over a future period. To put it another 
way, the decision to purchase durable consumers’ goods will be influenced 
by the stock of such goods which have accumulated in the past. 

A satisfactory theory which will logically account for consumption 
choices interrelated in time requires a modification—or more precisely, 
a reinterpretation—of the static model described earlier. Each individual 
is really choosing conceptually a set of commodities not only for the 
present, but also for each future instant of time. His choice is constrained 
then not merely by the current income that he receives and the prices that 
he pays, but also prices and incomes of all future times. 

Let us formulate the theory of choice and dynamic conditions more 
precisely, following the exposition of John R. Hicks [22]. Let xis be the 
amount of commodity i consumed in time period t, and let pi: be the 


732 KENNETH J. ARROW 


price to be paid for a unit of commodity i in time period ¢. We will as- 
sume that the consumer plans for T periods ahead. Then his expenditures 
at time ¢ will be 


n 


> Pirie (1) 


i=1 


and his total expenditures for T periods are given by 


T n 

5 5 PitXit (2) 
t=lı= 

Let M: be the income to be received at time period t. 

We will now make an important assumption to simplify the expo- 
sition. It will be assumed at the present moment that the individual can 
borrow or lend money without interest, subject only to the condition that 
he have no indebtedness at the end of the period. This means that his 
expenditures and income do not have to balance in each time period 
separately, but only over the entire planning horizon of T periods.* This 
implies that, in making decisions in the initial period, the individual has 
available the total income which he has received during the entire period 
—that is 


M, (3) 


which we will designate by M. 

The choice between consumption and savings is now a part of the 
above analysis. In any particular time period, expenditures may fall short 
of income or may exceed them. If the individual is to go through a 
normal life cycle, we may expect him to save during the early and the 
middle years of his life and to dissave at the end. It is therefore implied 
that, in the year under consideration, the amounts consumed and the 
amounts saved are certain functions of the total or permanent income 
M, not of the income of a given year. 

The situation is now formally analogous to the static case. The indi- 
vidual chooses now among commodity bundles which are enlarged to be 
extended in time. A single bundle is described by the coordinates xu, 
sy len. s Xm, ++ , Xar. His preference ranking may then be 
described by a utility function U (x1, . . . xi, o.. Xm, 2 2 sy Xnr): 
He maximizes the utility function, subject to the restraint that the total 


* The assumption that the lending and borrowing is without interest is not, of 
course, realistic; it is made here solely for simplification. In Hicks’s presentation, 
interest is accounted for. The analysis above is not changed essentially, but the 
interpretation of future prices is somewhat different. 
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expenditure over the period does not exceed the total income—that is, 


ae: y 
> y pon SM = X Mı (4) 
t=] i=l t=1 

In the problem as formulated, the obstacles now involve future prices 
and future income. This is not meaningful, of course, because the future 
is unknown. While the assumption of perfect foresight sometimes made 
by economists is not quite as absurd as it sounds for various reasons 
which we will not discuss here, there is no doubt that it gives an inade- 
quate picture of reality. One approach is to assume that the individual 
forms expectations of future prices and incomes and acts as if he knew 
with certainty that his expectations were correct.‘ A more complicated 
assumption is that the individual is aware that he cannot know the 
future and anticipates it in the form of a range of possibilities, possibly 
a probability distribution. 

The first form is, of course, more easily studied. In this form, the 
objection sometimes made to utility analysis—that it does not permit 
genuine decision making—is not valid. Decision making now comes in 
choosing the correct expectations. The utility theory does say that if ex- 
pectations are the same in two situations, the choice of consumption and 
saving will be the same. Hence there is no contradiction between the 
hypothesis that choice is governed by utility maximization and the fact 
that an individual can change his mind in the light of new information. 
New information is incorporated in revised expectations of the future. 
However, it must be admitted that this formulation, while saving the 
utility theory, does so at the expense of putting most of its content into 
the expectations. Utility theory here serves mainly the method of suggest- 
ing which variables enter into the analysis and something about the way 
in which they affect current decisions. 

Empirical evidence. The main conclusion that we seem to have 
drawn from utility theory thus far is that consumption of commodities 
will be determined by the individual’s permanent or lifetime income 
rather than by his current income. A number of writers have studied this 
question in different ways. George Katona [26, pp- 155 -160], in an 
important pioneer study, showed that income increases resulted in a much 
greater increase in consumption when the individual expected the income 
change to be permanent rather than temporary. This study was based 
on questionnaire data. This result, of course, is compatible with the per- 
manent-income hypothesis; an increase in income, accompanied by the 
expectation of its continuance, obviously results in the expectation of 
a much larger permanent income than does an income increase which 

‘For a very complete discussion of the incorporation of expectation into the 
theory of economic behavior, see Modigliani and Cohen [41]. 
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is accompanied by the expectation that it will last for one period only. 
Similar results were found by Lawrence R. Klein [28, pp. 215-216]. 

The permanent-income hypothesis was stated explicitly and studied 
most extensively by Milton Friedman [18] and by Franco Modigliani 
and Richard Brumberg [40]. It is not possible to pursue the line of 
argument and the variety of empirical evidence here, but both conclude, 
mainly on the basis of studies of budget data, that the ratio of savings 
to permanent income tends to be quite constant.’ 

Until there is a more thorough understanding of the formation of 
expectations, the permanent-income hypothesis, when true, remains only 
a partial contribution to the understanding of consumption behavior. 


Choice under Conditions of Uncertainty 


Theory. Suppose an individual has to make a decision, the con- 
sequences of which he regards as uncertain. In a strict sense, of course, 
there is no decision which does not have this characteristic. For example, 
an individual who is contemplating the purchase of a house will be un- 
certain as to the future course of house prices. He might, for example, 
gain by postponing the purchase for awhile. He will also be uncertain 
about the future income he receives and about the length of time he will 
occupy the house. Each alternative is, of course, really a range of con- 
sequences. Which consequence will come true will depend on a whole 
series of other events which are sometimes termed “the state of the world.” 

A classic treatment of the subject in theory originates with Daniel 
Bernoulli [6]. Let there be m states of the world, and let their probabilities 
be pn, .. . , fm, respectively. For any alternative x, let U;(x) be the 
utility of x if state į occurs. Then the utility to be attached to the alterna- 
eee which is essentially a gamble or uncertainty, is the expected utility 
—that is, 


n 
$ pix) 
tml 
The alternatives are then ranked according to the expected utility associ- 
ated with them and in any given situation that one of the available al- 
ternatives which maximizes the expected utility is chosen. The maximiza- 
tion-of-expected-utility hypothesis has the virtue of being capable of ex- 
plaining certain real world phenomena. For example, insurance is typ- 
ically actuarially unfair—that is, the expected money returned to the 
insured is negative. However, if we assume that the utility of different 
money outcomes is typically of a form showing decreasing increments to 


*The definition of savings is somewhat different than the common-sense one 
because of the treatment of durable consumers’ goods. The purchase of a durable 
consumers’ good is considered to be an act of saving, not consumption, but the use 
of previously existing durable consumers’ goods is added to consumption. 
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unit increases in money, the policy of taking out insurance may have a 
higher expected utility than the policy of not taking out insurance, even 
though the expected money income is lower for the first policy. 

Although to this day there has been no serious rival to the Bernoulli 
hypothesis, it has been subject to much reinterpretation. A new line of 
development was initiated by Frank P. Ramsey, [49, chap. 7]. Instead 
of postulating that individuals maximize expected utility, a series of as- 
sumptions was made about behavior in the presence of uncertainty. These 
assumptions presumably defined how a “rational” man would behave." 
While there are a number of assumptions involved, the basic one may be 
illustrated in the following special case. Let Gi, Gs, Gs, and Gi be four 
possible options—that is, the choice of any one implies a probability dis- 
tribution over the possible outcomes. Now let us consider two compound 
gambles or options: Hı, Hs. Hı is a two-stage gamble in which first a 
choice is made between G: and Gz, Gı being chosen with probability p, 
Gz with probability 1 — p. Similarly, let H: involve a preliminary stage 
where Gs is chosen with probability p and G4 with probability 1 — p. 
After the initial random choice has been made, then the actual outcome 
is governed by the appropriate Gi, Gs, Gs, or Gs, as the case may be. 

H, and H: have been defined as two-stage gambles, but they are 
clearly equivalent to a single-stage gamble which we can find by using 
the laws of compound probability. For example, if there is an outcome O 
which would be obtained under G: with probability 1, and under G: 
with probability rə then under Hı, the probability of outcome O is 
pr: + (1 — p)re. The probability under Hı for any possible outcome 
under either G: or Gs can be found similarly. 

With these preliminaries, we now state the basic assumption. Suppose 
that Gı would be preferred by an individual to Gs, and that Gs would 
be preferred to Gs. Then it is assumed that the compound gamble H would 
be preferred to the compound gamble H». The intuitive appeal of this 
assumption is obvious, especially if we somehow think of rational deci- 
sions. It is surprisingly powerful in its implications; it implies that numeri- 
cal values may be assigned to the different possible outcomes so that an 
individual's preference among options involving uncertainty can be 
described as the maximization of the expected numerical values. These 
numerical values may, in a natural way, be referred to as “utilities.” Thus 
the Bernoulli expected-utility hypothesis can be derived from more primi- 
tive and intuitively plausible assumptions about the behavior of indi- 
viduals in the face of uncertainty.” 


*A similar point of view was developed later independently by John von 


Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern [61, Appendix]. un 
"For an excellent exposition of the axiomatic approach to utility theory under 


uncertainty, see R. Duncan Luce and Howard Raiffa [32, pp. 19-34]. 
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So far, the analysis has assumed that the different possible outcomes 
can be assigned probabilities, This may be satisfactory for the analysis of 
gambling or certain insurance situations in which the probabilities of 
events have been found by theory or empirical observations. However, 
an individual facing uncertainty—e.g., a consumer purchasing a second- 
hand car which may break down—frequently does not have available to 
him any set of objective probabilities. The question of rational behavior 
under these conditions was also studied by Ramsey and Bruno de Finetti 
[12]. A synthesis of these viewpoints has been made in a remarkable 
book by Leonard J. Savage [52]. This analysis brings us to the following 
conclusion: An individual acts as if he assigns probabilities to all possible 
events and utilities to all possible outcomes. Then he chooses among the 
available outcomes the one which maximizes his expected utility,° in very 
much the same way he would choose in a case where probabilities are 
known. 

Other views of decision making under uncertainty have been de- 
veloped, but usually with a reference to normative rather than descriptive 
application, particularly to serve as foundations for statistical method. 
One such theory, however, has been developed with reference to economic 
behavior by G. L. S. Shackle [53].? 

Experimental verification. The expected-utility hypothesis in any 
of its forms gives rise to a utility function which is a ratio scale rather 
than an ordinal scale, as in the case of choice under conditions of cer- 
tainty. The greater power of this theory has been a strong incentive to 
experimental work. The earliest such study was done by Frederick 
Mosteller and Philip Nogee [44]. The subjects were supplied with 
gambling situations in which the probabilities were known. By varying 
the rewards in money terms, it was possible to measure a utility curve for 
money—that is, a function of money such that the individual’s choice of 
a bet is governed by utility-maximization hypothesis. If the individual is 
indifferent between taking and not taking a gamble with a stake of 5 
cents and a probability p of winning an amount A, then 


pU(A) + (1 — p)U(—5 cents) = U(0) 


If we let U(—5 cents) = —1, U(0) = 0 (as we may, since origin and 
unit are arbitrary), we can solve for U(A). This can be done for each A 
by varying until the subject is indifferent between the two alternatives. 

In one part of the experiment, utility curves were used to predict out- 


"Excellent expositions of this and related theories are given in Luce and Raiffa 
[32, chap. 13], and by Jacob Marschak, in [30, chap. 4] 

"For a general survey of theories of uncertainty and risk with special reference 
to economic applications, see [4], 
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comes in more complicated gambles than those from which the curve was 
derived. The measure of agreement was fair but not overwhelming. 

The Mosteller-Nogee experiment had the difficulty—from the point 
of underlying theory—that it assumed individuals act subjectively in ac- 
cordance with the objective probabilities. A much more careful series of 
experiments which seeks to control the subjective probabilities among 
other problems has been carried out by Donald Davidson, Patrick Suppes, 
and Sidney Siegel [11]. Their experimental procedure is first to isolate an 
event whose subjective probability is one-half. This can be determined, 
according to the theory, by finding an event E such that the individual 
is indifferent between the following two options: (1) receiving an 
amount of money a when E occurs and an amount b when E does not 
occur; and (2) receiving the amount b when E occurs and a when E does 
not occur. Here a and b are differing amounts of money—it being sup- 
posed, of course, that an individual always prefers a greater amount of 
money to a lesser. If an event Æ is such that options 1 and 2 are indif- 
ferent for some particular a and b, then, under the expected-utility hy- 
pothesis, the two options should be indifferent for all other values of a 
and b for which a < b. This implication was confirmed for all subjects. 

Once E is determined, its subjective probability being one-half, the 
preferences between gambles on the occurrence of E can be established. 
For example, if one option is that an individual will receive x if occurs, 
and y if E does not occur, and if a second option is that an individual will 
receive u if E occurs and v if it does not, then, according to the expected- 
utility hypothesis, a preference for the first option over the second is 
equivalent to the statement 


YU (x) + %U(y) > %U(u) + %U(v) 


The utility function for money can then be traced out with a limited 
number of observations and prediction to other choices can be made. For 
example, let a and b, a < b, be two fixed amounts of money. By varying 
c, we can find one value such that the option ¢ if E occurs, b if E does 
not occur, is just indifferent to the certainty of a. Similarly, d is found such 
that the option d if E occurs, a if E does not occur, is indifferent to the 
certainty of b. Then the expected-utility hypothesis implies that the option 
d if E occurs, c if E does not, is indifferent to the option b if E occurs, a 
if E does not. The verification of the predictions is a verification of the 
expected-utility hypothesis. This was found to hold very well for 15 out 
of 19 subjects. rer 

The question of the formation of subjective probabilities is not com- 
pletely taken care of by this study, since only subjective probabilities of 
one-half entered. A second experiment tested some of the implications of 
the Ramsey theory for existence of subjective probabilities. For any 
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event E and any amounts of money x, y, z, under Ramsey’s theory, there 
should be a unique amount of money w, such that the options x if E, y if 
not E, and z if E, w if not E, are indifferent. Then the subjective proba- 
bility of E would be 
Uw) — U(y) 
U(x) — U(y) — U(z) + Uw) 


and, for given E, this magnitude should be independent of the amounts 
x, y, and z. Again there was confirmation, but one puzzling feature is that 
the subjective probability was lower than the objective probability. The 
situation was one of such complete symmetry that it is hard to believe 
there will not be inconsistencies with other experiments which involve 
more complicated gambles. 

A subsequent study by Paul M. Hurst and Sidney Siegel [25] also 
confirmed the expected-utility hypothesis. The subjects were given a series 
of choices among pairs of options at even odds. Under the expected- 
utility hypothesis, the outcomes of any set of choices imposed constraints 
on the possible utility functions; in general, in fact, the results on a subset 
of the choices were sufficient to imply enough about the utility function 
to predict the remaining choices. The options concerned a numerical 
variable so that the expected value of each option was meaningful. It 
was found that the predictions made from the expected-utility hypothesis 
were significantly better than from the hypothesis that the individual 
always made a choice which maximized expected value. Additional 
results of the study relate to the experimental problem of determining 
indifference, As a rule, the experimental situation requires the individual 
to choose among alternatives, and if the individual is actually indifferent, 
there is clearly danger of introducing errors into the analysis. Hurst and 
Siegel found that the latency time for the cases where the expected-utility 
hypothesis failed was considerably greater than that where it succeeded. 
This suggests that the theory appears to fail only because of the difficulty 
of observing indifference,” j 

“Common-sense” empirical observations. The whole axiomatic ap- 
proach can be thought of as crystallizing everyday or introspective ob- 
servations. A very interesting use of casual empirical observation has been 
made in a paper by Milton Friedman and Leonard J. Savage [19]. They 
observed that some individuals gamble, others take out insurance, some 
do both, and finally that lottery owners find it profitable to offer several 


“From the point of view of scaling theory, it is perhaps important to remark 
that while the expected-utility hypothesis theoretically gives rise to a ratio scale, it 
does so only when an infinite number of observations can be made, A finite number 
x a give rise to something closer to an ordered metric scale; see Sidney 

iege . 
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prizes instead of one large one. It turns out that all of these phenomena can 
be explained on the expected-utility hypothesis provided the utility function 
of money is supposed to have first, a segment in which the derivative (in 
economic terms, the marginal utility) is decreasing, then a segment in 
which it increases, and finally a segment in which it decreases again, A 
modification of this theory designed to explain some further phenomena 
was introduced by Harry Markowitz [33]. The main innovation was that 
the utility should be thought of as a function of departures from the 
present situation rather than as a function of income. This hypothesis 
weakens very considerably the force of the original version and should be 
accepted, it appears to me, only with caution. It would be difficult to 
bring experimental evidence to bear on this question because it would 
be necessary to make a fairly large change in the individual's initial in- 
come to test the Markowitz hypothesis. 

Mention should be made of a very severe criticism of the expected- 
utility theory due to Maurice Allais [1]. The argument in part consists 
of examples which are designed to show the counterintuitive character of 
some implications of the expected-utility hypothesis. Consider the follow- 
ing four gambles: 


|. Certainty of receiving $1 million 

2. $5 million with probability .1; $1 million with probability .89; 
0 with probability .01 

3. $1 million with probability .11; 0 with probability .89 

4. $5 million with probability .1; 0 with probability .90 


It can easily be seen that under the expected-utility hypothesis, an indi- 
vidual who prefers 1 to 2 must necessarily prefer 3 to 4. But, Allais argues, 
most people, especially if rather conservative in their attitude to uncer- 
tainty, would prefer 1 to 2 but 4 to 3. Similar arguments have been 
developed by Pierre Masse and Georges Morlat [36]. 


Probabilistic Choices 


The theory of choice as formulated up to this point, whether for 
conditions of certainty or uncertainty, is stated in the form that for any 
two alternatives A and B, one of the two will be chosen and will be chosen 
every time the two alternatives are offered under the same conditions, 
except in the special case where the two are indifferent. This assumption 
implies a kind of perfect ability to discriminate which, of course, goes 
counter to the trend of virtually all psychological experiments. In fact, 
as we have seen above, all the experiments on transitivity described above 
have had to introduce ad hoc theories which permit the choice to be 
Something less than perfectly invariable. A more general formulation is 
suggested: For any pair of alternatives A and B there is a certain 
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probability, depending on the two alternatives, that A will be chosen over 
B. The classical theory then becomes a special case where this probability 
takes on only the values one, zero, and possibly one-half, the last to ac- 
count for indifference. Some of the classical methods of psychophysics 
such as Thurstone's law of comparative judgment are special formula- 
tions of such a probabilistic theory of choice. Though a number of 
writers—R. Duncan Luce and Jacob Marschak, in particular— have 
raised the question in one form or another in connection with preference 
theory, no thoroughly satisfactory alternative has developed. ‘They try 
to exhibit a utility function which has the property that the probability 
of preferring a to b depends monotonically on the distance between the 
two—ie, on U(a) — U(b). It seems quite difficult, however, to arrive 
at an appropriate set of assumptions which will not have very undesirable 
consequences;"' in particular, difficulties arise when some, but not all, 
choices can be perfectly discriminated. 

An attempt has been made by Richard E. Quandt to reformulate the 
theory of consumer behavior under certainty so as to admit a probabilistic 
element in choice (48), He suggests two sources of random behavior. One 
is that the individual orders his preferences among commodity bundles 
in accordance with a set of basic characteristics of the commodities; how- 
ever, in any given he may consider only some of the relevant 
characteristics, the characteristics on which the choice is based 
being chosen according to some random proces.” Secondly, the indi- 
vidual may be in error in regard to his own preference scale. This theory, 
however, has not been very much elaborated or subjected to any empirical 
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ill commodity bundles which he can afford is in a 

7 Sie wich a oonan of alsrastiven Matilda Biriani (94) Bas 
own that much of the apparent difference between economists’ and 
hologists’ approaches to choice situations is due, not to any funda- 
ial difference in assumptions about behavior, but to the different 
ange of alternatives allowed, Choice tends to look much more like con- 
fi when only two alternatives are permitted. 

It should also be noted that there is no real distinction in economie 
rminology between approach-approach and avoidance-avoidance situa» 
Utility being an ordinal—or at most a ratio scale—there i no 
zero, This difference between economical and psychological 
ories is probably more semantic than anything else, In most psychologi- 
| experiments, there is some available alternative of complete inaction, 
Which can be ascribed a zero utility, Then positive utilities correspond 
enc situations, negative utilities to avoidance situations. 

f illustrate the relation between utility and motivation theories, we 
ay look at the interesting papers of Neal Miller (36, 39)” Miller is 
cerned with an approach-avoidance situation, At the same spot, there 
pleasurable stimulus (eg, food) and an unpleasant one (egu 
shock). A rat decides, in effect, how close he shall come to the 
in question. Miller's model may be formulated in economic 
ology: Let x be the distance at which the rat stops; U(x) the 
ility derived from proximity to the food, and Uy(x) the (negative) 
ty derived from proximity to the shock situation, Uy is a decreasing 
ction of x; that is, the larger #—therefore the more the distance from 
the stimulus—the lew the satisfaction derived from the food, On the other 
and, U, is an increasing function of x. Miller's theory is that the rat 
pes x so as to maximize Url) + U(x). The condition of maximiza- 
m is that the first derivative of this utility function be zero and that 
the second derivative be negative. In mboh, U/ + Us = 0, 
WU” <0. In Miller's terminology, the fimt states that the 
nce and approach gradients are equal, the second that the avoid- 

t is steeper than the approach gradient 


fe that the rewards and punishments which are strictly localized objec- 
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Utility and Expectation in Kronomic Behavior 743 
Franco Modigliani and Owen Sauerlender (42). The data were derived 
from three sources: (1) forecasts of shipesente mede to mail 
shipper; (2) forecasts made for Fortune by a number of top exncutives, 
and (3) an interview survey of boinas expectation: condacted by Dos 
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thon policy can be predicted from changes in expectations, 
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the theory another interpretation, it follows from the previous formula 
that 


=a 2 (1 — a)" pi 


that is, the expectation of current price is a weighted average of all pre- 
vious prices, the weights decreasing as the price becomes more remote. 

Cagan was particularly interested in studying the demand for holding 
cash balances under hyperinflationary conditions, such as those prevailing 
in Germany after World War I. The demand for cash balances ordinarily 
depends on a number of variables, but in hyperinflations it is reasonable 
to suppose that expected rate of change of prices is the dominant one, 
The particular formula suggested by Cagan as the explanatory variable 
for cash balances turned out to predict very well under a wide variety 
of hyperinflationary situations. 

Another application of the same hypothesis has been made by Mare 
Nerlove [45; 46, chap. 2, sec. 1; chap. 8, secs. 1, 2]. A farmer, when 
deciding how much acreage to plant, cannot know the price at which the 
product will be sold, since this lies some months in the future. It is to be 
presumed that he acts in accordance with expectation of that price. The 
simple hypothesis that the price expected to prevail at the time of harvest 
is the same as the price at the time of planting has not been successful. 
Nerlove showed that the hypothesis of adaptive expectations yields an 
— explanation for the supply of corn and wheat in the United 

tates, 

The hypothesis has been used in a different form by Milton Friedman 
[18] in developing the theory of consumption as a function of permanent 
income described above. Since permanent income is really expected in- 
come, the hypothesis would imply that consumption in any year depends 
on an exponentially weighted average of past and present income. Fried- 
man finds that this hypothesis applied to aggregate time series data yields 
a better explanation than rival ones. 

Experimental evidence. Experimental evidence on the formation of 
expectations has been reported by Rotter (51, pp. 165-183]. The results 
are partially in accord with the theory of adaptive expectations but 
partially different. In repeated trials, the subjects were asked for their 
expectancy, measured cither as an expected score or as an amount they 
were willing to bet on success in the next trial. Without going into details, 
the basic result seems to be that expectations are indeed revised regularly 
to bring them into line with observations, but in a repetition of similar 
situations the extent of revision tends to be inversely proportional to the 
number of trials already undertaken. This difference in results is pre- 
sumably related to the degree to which the subject regards the situations 
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as being really similar. In an economic context, an individual may feel 
that the world is steadily changing and therefore any new observation is 
not simply one more made under circumstances identical to those in the 
past. 

Inferences from surveys of expectations. A new source of data 
which has become available in the postwar period is a survey of predic- 
tions by entrepreneurs conducted by the IFO—Institut für Wirtschafts- 
forschung in Munich. Each entrepreneur is asked about the direction of 
change of a large number of variables such as production, buying and 
selling prices, demand conditions, etc. The answers are qualitative—that 
is, the only three answers are “Increase,” “Decrease,” or “No change.” 
These have been analyzed from a number of points of view. In the present 
context, the most relevant studies are two papers by Oskar Anderson, 
Jr, and collaborators at the IFO—Institut fiir Wirtschaftsforschung 
(2, 3] and a paper by Henri Theil and J. S. Gramer [58; see also 57, 
chap. 6, sec. 3]. 

The studies by Anderson and his associates relate primarily to pre- 
diction of variables that are, in whole or in part, under the control of the 
firm, such as production and prices. These are really to be thought of 
as plans of the firm rather than expectations about events outside its 
control. Let x stand for the set of variables over which the firm has no 
control, and let y be its planned production, for example. Then if x 
were known, y would be a known function f(x). At the time when the 
firm is asked for its expectations for the next month or two, it does not 
actually know the value of x and therefore uses an expectation & The 
expectation of the controlled variables, then, is $ = f($) When the 
firm finds out the actual value of x, it would like to change y from & to 
f(x). It may not succeed in carrying through the change completely 
since some commitments will have already been made, but the change 
will be in the direction suggested by the change from $ to x. Thus if f(x) 
is an increasing function of x, for example, production is an increasing 
function of price, the firm will have an actual production which is higher 
than its planned production if the actual price is higher than the planned 
price, and vice versa. These hypotheses are fully confirmed by the data. 

They cast, of course, only an indirect light on the whole question of 
expectations. They do, however, suggest that the verbal expectations held 
by businessmen bear at least some relation to the hypothetical expecta- 
tions which govern their behavior in economic planning. They also sug- 
gest that the expectations about the variables over which the firm has no 
control are of the adaptive type suggested in the last section. Similar re- 

* Stri i ced not be the same function of £ that y is of x if the 
firm We Gat ae kaiini is, in fact, uncertain. However, there will be a 
general similarity in the two relations. 
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sults are obtained in the work of Irwin Friend and Jean Bronfenbrenner 
(Crockett) [20], based upon American postwar data of intentions to 
invest. Analysis of the departures between actual and planned investment 
showed that they could be partially explained by changes from expec- 
tations of the variables over which the firm had no control. 

Theil and Cramer, in addition to other work, did a direct analysis of 
expectations of variables not under the control of the firm, buying prices 
in particular. They found that the expectation of a buying price was in- 
deed related to its own past behavior. It was also related to the behavior 
of other prices that might be expected to influence it. Thus expectations 
about the price of leather correlated not only with the past prices of 
leather, but also with the past prices of hides. This suggests that the en- 
trepreneur uses a multiplicity of cues in forming his expectations for 
the future, as indeed he should if he has any degree of rationality. 


Statistical Learning Theory and Economics 


The formation of expectations as a result of past experience is, of 
course, a learning process, and it might be instructive to consider some 
developments in statistical learning theory for their economic implica- 
tions. As representative, we take the study of William Estes [15, 16]. 
Individuals are asked simply to predict occurrence or nonoccurrence of 
an event (rather than a continuous variable, as is more usual in eco- 
nomics). In fact, the event occurs randomly with a constant probability 
m, although this fact is not, of course, known to the subjects. Let pn be 
the probability that the individual will predict that the event will occur 
at time n+ 1. It is assumed that an observed success increases the 
probability of the individual’s predicting the occurrence of the event 
and a failure decreases that probability and that these two effects are 
symmetrical. Then 


Pan = pn + (1 — pn) 


if there was a success on the nth trial, and 


Pas = pn — Opn 


otherwise. These formulas bear a distinct similarity to the adaptive ex- 
pectations discussed above. Under the experimental conditions assumed, 
it can be shown that the average of fn over many individuals will ap- 
proach ~ in a large number of trials. This theoretical implication has been 
confirmed experimentally. 

If we assume that the aim of an individual is to maximize the ex- 
pected number of successes—that is, that the expected-utility hypothesis 
holds with the number of successes as the utility function—then the in- 
dividual’s optimal behavior can easily be seen to predict success all the 
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time if 7 is greater than one-half, and failure all the time if = is less than 
one-half. It is true that he will not adopt this behavior immediately if 
the value of ~ is unknown, but after a sufficient number of trials to 
“Jearn” the true value, he will—under the assumed conditions—behave 
as indicated. We have here a seeming contradiction between two theories 
of behavior. 

There have been attempted reconciliations by Merrill M. Flood [17] 
and Siegel [55]. Flood has suggested two explanations. One is that the 
utility function is not simply the number of successes. There is dispro- 
portionately high utility to getting a perfect score, or—to put it another 
way—high utilities attached to guessing the less frequent event. The 
second is that the subject, not being aware that success and failure are 
generated by a random mechanism, may believe that there is a nonsta- 
tionary process at work. His strategy, then, is in part a method of guard- 
ing against this possibility. 

The first explanation in particular suggests that varying the reward 
attached to successes would alter the outcome. If the reward for a suc- 
cessful prediction and the penalty for an unsuccessful prediction were 
sufficiently high, one might expect a closer convergence to the economist’s 
ideal. Experiments in which the reward was varied have been performed 
by Ward Edwards [14] and Siegel [55]. Both found that increased re- 
wards increased the probability of choosing the more frequent response 
over the probability suggested by the probability-matching rule. 

Siegel has advanced as explanations both an additional utility for 
predicting the less frequent event and a disutility for repeatedly making 
the same prediction. If the probability = is in fact known to the subject— 
as it presumably will be after repeated trials—and p is the proportion of 
times the more frequent event is predicted by the subject, then the utility 
of correct prediction is 


apm + b(1 — p)(1 —7) 


where a and b are positive constants, and the utility of variability may be 
taken as 


cp(1 — p) 


this being a function with a maximum at p = %, the point of greatest 
variability in prediction. An experiment was performed in which the 
subject was given 5 cents for a successful prediction and penalized 5 cents 
for an unsuccessful one. It was assumed that under these conditions 
a = b, so that only the utility of variability remains as a factor. An in- 
dividual who seeks to maximize his total utility would choose 


p = (aje) (7 — %) + % 
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By running the experiment for a particular value of 7 and measuring 
b, an estimate of a/c was obtained. Since this ratio is, under the hypothesis, 
independent of m, the hypothesis can be tested by repeating the experiment 
with a different value of and comparing the predicted value of p from 
the above formula with the actual. A very close confirmation was ob- 
tained. The general model, including both effects, has not been tested. 


Hints of a Utility Theory of Learning 


So far in this discussion, the theory of expectations has been treated 
as something to be added to a utility theory involving choice over time. 
However, some methods of forming expectations seem more rational 
than others and, at least formally, one can treat the learning process itself 
as a process of successive choices by the individual. His domain of choice 
now is a strategy—that is, in each stage he finds his next step as a func- 
tion of all the information available to him up to the present time. 

Some beginnings of a theory of this type have been made, though 
most often in a normative context. The most important development has 
been that of sequential analysis of statistical data by Abraham Wald [62]. 
Statistical observations are assumed to be collected one after another. 
After each observation one of two decisions must be made: to terminate 
the observations and draw whatever inference is called for, or to draw 
at least one more observation. The observations bear some kind of cost, 
but this incentive to stop must be weighed against the value of the ad- 
ditional information obtained. There is a close analogy to learning ex- 
periments which consist of a series of trials in which the subject’s choices 
are sometimes rewarded and sometimes not. The individual, after making 
many choices, eventually begins to discriminate between the proper re- 
sponse and the improper one. At some point, presumably, he could ter- 
minate the experiment, at least in the sense of disregarding further obser- 
vations and making the same choice each time. 

Wald has developed the optimum rules for making sequential de- 
cisions, at least under simple conditions, Sequential analysis differs from 
standard learning experiments primarily in that there are no rewards 
for decisions made during the course of the observations; there is only 
a terminal decision, Attempts to incorporate the former have been made; 
they lead to great mathematical complexities, as shown in the important 
work of M. A. Girshick, Samuel Karlin, and Halsey L. Royden [21], for 
example. 

Some modification must, of course, be made in the above theories in 
order to fit the experimental facts, such as those found by Estes and others. 
The chief trouble is that most optimal statistical procedures would 
eventually lead toward a convergence of choice on one or the other of 
two alternatives. Estes’s hypothesis introduces the concept of a limited 


aa 
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cognition of the stimulus elements at each stage in the learning process. 
This could be incorporated in a more complicated model of rational 
learning by introducing a cost to a complete scanning of the field of rel- 
evant information at each stage. Such developments, if at all appropriate, 
await future work. 
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EDITOR’S NOTE 


The following is the main substance of a document that was sent to 
contributors when they were invited to participate in Study II, It attempts 
a detailed breakdown of types of analytic questions that might be enter- 
tained in considering field interrelations. 

The role of the themes relative to other factors defining the “atmos- 
phere” of Study II is characterized in the Introduction, pp. 16-18. There 
it will be seen that their primary purpose was to serve as a kind of check 
list of the many particular questions that can be considered relevant to 
issues of field structure and relationship, and thus to encourage concrete 
and differentiated analysis, Readers familiar with Study I will recall that 
a different set of analytic themes figured in defining the working at- 
mosphere of that study. The respective themes of analysis, however, played 
quite different roles in the two studies, The objectives of Study I were such 
as to make it seem desirable to encourage adherence, at least in some degree, 
The aim of the present study was felt best served by encouraging the great- 
est possible play of individual predilection in the choice both of analytic 
questions and topics, and offering the themes essentially as illustrative of the 
range of questions falling within the scope of the study. This difference of 
intent may not be fully evident from the phrasing of the discussion outline 
per se, which—though affording many escape clauses—adopts the method 
of defining the requirements for an “ideal” analysis. But the letter of in- 
vitation to each contributor, a supporting memo, and most importantly, 
all the ensuing editorial contact, made amply clear to the contributor the 
illustrative intent of the themes. 

The net effect of these circumstances (as already indicated in the In- 
troduction, p. 18) is that the architecture of the present set of themes is 
reflected hardly at all the architecture of the essays. We think, however, 
that they did have the hoped-for effect of encouraging authors to raise 
more finely specified questions than have been usual in discussions of the 
present sort, and to approach their tasks with a set toward detailed and 
sustained analysis. Partly, then, for the historical record and partly for 
whatever intrinsic interest such a breakdown may contain, the Study I 
themes are presented forthwith. For brevity’s sake, a “lead-in” to the original 
document, of little interest in the present connection, has been omitted. 

753 


754 APPENDIX: THEMES OF ANALYSIS 


RATIONAL FOR ARRANGEMENT OF ANALYTIC THEMES 


Throughout the formulation of the discussion outline, the fields whose 
interrelations are under discussion by the given writer are referred to as 
the field(s) of primary reference and the field(s) of secondary reference. 


+ 

A field of primary reference is the field (either subfield or total discipline, as 
the case may be) of which the contributor is a member, and whose relations to 
other areas he is subjecting to examination. 

The field (or fields) of secondary reference is the area(s) whose relationship 
to his own field the contributor proposes to explore. 

Thus, for a perception expert exploring the relations of his own field to psy- 
chology, perception is the field of primary reference and psychology (or various 
subareas thereof) is the fields(s) of secondary reference; for a sociologist analyzing 
the relations between sociology and psychology, sociology is the field of primary 
reference and psychology is the field of secondary reference. 


In the sequence of discussion topics, item 1 (on the “mapping” of the 
fields of reference) and item 2 (on suggested revisions of “conventional” 
area breakdowns) are designed to lead to the “location” and definition of 
the fields of primary and secondary reference, together with some consider- 
ation of the internal structure of these fields. The purpose here is to lay 
the groundwork for treatment of cross-area interrelations. These cannot 
be meaningfully considered until the boundaries and inner structure of the 
fields of primary and secondary reference are assessed to whatever extent 
the limits of the present enterprise may permit. Item 3 (on “bridging laws” 
and formal relationships) raises the issues which are central to the present 
enterprise. Here the writer will be concerned with the assessment of those 
interrelations and interrelationship prospects which are in some sense 
implicit in, or suggested by, the extant bodies of lawful statements within 
the fields of primary and secondary reference. 

3 Item 4 (on methodological interrelationships) seeks to supplement the 
picture of interrelations based on substantive research findings and sys- 
tematic formulations thereof by inquiring into the interrelations of methods 
—both research and theoretical—which make such findings possible. Item 
5 (on “overlap” of knowledge as between the fields of primary and second- 
ary reference) seeks further supplementation of the picture by inquiring 
into that special class of cross-science or cross-area interrelations in which 
knowledge developed in a given area is incorporated without significant 
modification, or perhaps independently duplicated, in another. Finally, 
the issues introduced by item 6 are designed to lead the writer to derive from 
the preceding discussion any consequences which it may contain with re- 
spect to the optimal collaborative, administrative, and educational mechan- 
isms for advancing joint interests of the fields of primary and secondary 
reference. 

It would be meaningless to suggest any standard length for the manu- 
scripts. Obviously, we should like to have a sufficiently sustained consid- 
eration of the discussion topics to ensure clarity for a heterogeneous audi- 
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ence and to derive maximum explicit benefit from the analyst’s wisdom 
with respect to the problems at issue. On the other hand, we do not wish 
to burden the analyst with an overly laborious task. It should be empha- 
sized that the task defined by the discussion outline is impossible, in any 
literal sense, and that the condition of psychological knowledge is such that 
only modest increments of insight into issues of the sort here envisaged 
are attainable. Nevertheless, even modest advance in the progressive defini- 
tion of our emerging science, and its location in the matrix of general 
scientific activity, would seem an end worthy of substantial effort. 


The Themes of Analysis 


1. “Mapping” of Field (s) of Primary and Secondary Reference 
For the field(s) of primary reference: 


a. Identify, and, within the limits of feasibility, delimit the bound- 
aries of the field(s) as conventionally conceived. 

b. What are the chief independent and dependent variables, or classes 
of such, which seem to have emerged in a generally recognized way 
in the research of the last forty years or thereabouts? \ 

c. Do these variables actually constitute a “functionally coherent 
domain? That is, does one of these variables—or members of some 
given class of such variables having a specifiable common property 
(e.g., a criterion property of “drive” or of “performance change’ ) 
—appear in all empirically determined functional relationships 
which are conventionally attributed to the name (e.g, motivation, 
learning) of the field(s) in question? calls ae 

d. If the answer to ¢ is negative, attempt a discrimination of the 
over-all field into functionally coherent domains of sees 

e. For whatever “domains” emerge (one or many), estimate the c a 
subclasses of established functional relations; i.e., what are the 
chief research clusters discernible in each of the domains distin- 


guished in c and d? 
For the field(s) of secondary reference: 


f. Attempt, if even in the most general way, an estimate of tib; 
ject-matter boundaries and substructure on es e Ne 
tions in line with a through e above. (It is not er fe fell 
analysis here be as explicit or sustained as in the case o 


of Primary reference.) 


‘ “yhoo MEAE is to identify and chart the geog- 
cute: Ts Obes Taaa i eee as a first step in 


Taphy of the fields of primary and second: lationship issues. Detailed 
Preparation for all further considerations of interre a NL moa 
and comprehensive treatment of these questions woul 
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task of a sort entirely infeasible within the framework of the present study. 
What is called for here is a brief treatment guided by the various subspecifi- 
cations of item 1. 

For contributors dealing with the relations of the entire field of psychol- 
ogy to another discipline, or vice-versa, the task is even less manageable than 
for the subfield contributors, Nevertheless, it still may be possible to air 
relevant views with respect to those subareas of the sciences in question of 
most immediate concern to the individual writer. 

In dealing with question a, the writer will no doubt wish to indicate 
which of the subparts (corresponding to his special interests) of the fields of 
primary and secondary reference he proposes to select for special attention. 
These specified subareas may then be highlighted in the ensuing treatment of 
questions b through f for more intensive consideration than is given other 
areas of the “assigned” fields of reference. 

The force of all subquestions under item 1 must remain somewhat inde- 
terminate, without some clarification of the terms independent variable and 
dependent variable. There has been a widespread failure to make a clear 
distinction, both in principle and in practice, between two senses of these 
expressions. An independent variable may be an expression in the construct 
language of a system, reducible to the chief classes of observable events 
which serve as operationally identifiable or measurable, and, wherever pos- 
sible, manipulable antecedent conditions of the events that the theory is 
designed to predict. Or an independent variable may be an expression 
(strictly in the data language of the investigator) denoting any factor in an 
experimental or empirical research situation which is varied with the intent 
to observe and record a correlated change in another part of the system 
defined by the study. We may designate the first sense as the systematic in- 
dependent variable, and the second as the empirical independent variable. 

s An obvious example of a systematic independent variable might be Hull’s 

conditions which produce drives” (C») or Tolman’s analogous “states of 
drive arousal and/or drive satiation”; while characterizations of each of the 
many concrete operations or event-chains known to produce changes in drive 
states (including the alternate conditions resulting in changes of a given drive 
as well as those influencing quite varied drives) would be empirical independ- 
ent variables. It should be evident that empirical independent variables may 
be (though not necessarily) specific “realizations” (operational or reductive 

symptoms” ) of a systematic independent variable; they are not, however, 
to be identified with the systematic independent variables to which they are 
ordered. An analogous distinction can, of course, be made as between system- 
atic and empirical dependent variables. 

Empirical independent and dependent variables are, by definition, “theo- 
retically neutral .” Because the distinction between systematic and empirical 
variables is neither clearly made nor adhered to by most psychological in- 
vestigators, there has been a marked tendency for intrusions of construct 
language systematic variables into contexts where empirical variables are 
more properly called for. Furthermore, even in areas where the degree of 
systematic development is not such as to warrant use of a term like “con- 
struct language,” the desire of students to achieve reasonably general be- 
havioral relationships has led to the grouping together, under a common 
designation, of empirical variables of widely disparate functional signifi- 
cance, These circumstances have tended in most areas to blur the conteurs 
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ot “theoretically neutral knowledge,” and it is often an exceedingly difficult 
task to reconstruct the actual empirical variables corresponding to functional 
relationships reported in terms involving construct language intrusions, or 
other faulty “groupings” of empirical variables. It is not easy, for instance, to 
specify with accuracy all of the empirical variables to which expressions like 
goodness of perceptual form, stressfulness of a task, group cohesiveness, per- 
missiveness of a therapist, similarity (as used in perception, learning, and per- 
formance studies), meaningfulness of material, amount of reinforcement, 
velocity of locomotion, amplitude, latency, and other characteristics of re- 
sponse, etc., are reducible. Yet these are the kinds of terms in which the 
so-called independent and dependent variables of specific empirical studies 
are reported and summarized in our literature. 

From all of the above, it should be clear that the questions under item 
1 (and, indeed, all further questions in which the terms “independent” and 
“dependent” variables appear) could be interpreted as having reference 
either to systematic variables, to empirical variables, or both. The objectives 
of the current study are such as to make it desirable for the analysis to be 
devoted mainly to the structure and interrelations of theoretically neutral 
knowledge. Nevertheless, it would be of extreme interest to explore the 
extent to which the writer's theoretical persuasion might lead to an altered 
discrimination of variables, and thus to a somewhat different geography of 
knowledge. It would therefore be ideally desirable to deal with mapping 
issues and certain of the subsequent more direct interrelationship issues (e.g., 
the isolation of “bridging laws,” etc.; cf. item 3, Explanation) in two alterna- 
tive forms. One of these would involve the discrimination of empirical 
(theoretically neutral) variables; the other would involve the identification 
of systematic variables in accordance with the author's theoretical viewpoint. 
It is hoped that writers will find this parallel mode of treatment feasible 
throughout the essay, but it is recognized that this may complicate an 
already laborious task. Should the writer decide that such an “alternative 
form” treatment is too demanding, it is at least desirable that the distinction 
between the two types of variables be held in mind so that the incidence of 
the writer’s analysis can be clearly identified. 


. Suggestions for Revision of Conventional “Field” Breakdowns 


a. If the analysis of item 1 above suggests that traditional lines ot 
demarcation among subareas of the fields of primary and secondary 
reference (or of the fields of primary and secondary reference in 
their entirety) are in some sense “incorrect,” or unfruitful, what 
new system of breakdowns, or what modifications of the conven- 
tional ones, would the writer suggest? 

b. If the conventional lines of demarcation are found “defective,” but 
the writer regards it as premature currently to suggest a more 
rational framework, what is the writer’s estimate of the conditions 
or the steps necessary for the development of such a framework? 


Explanation: Any study of the present sort must take its point of de- 
parture from the structure of current knowledge as currently conceived. 
This is why item 1—which calls for an exploration of the hypothesis that 
conventional area discriminations are functionally significant—is a necessary 
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initial part of the undertaking. During the exploration, the analytic results 
may well disconfirm this latter hypothesis in certain respects. To the extent 
that this takes place, it would be interesting and useful for the writer to 
spell out the consequences of his analysis for the reassessment of conven- 
tional field breakdowns. 

Should the author suggest some major realignment of conventional de- 
marcations among subareas, he would then have the option of discussing 
further topics in terms of the revised breakdowns suggested at this place, 
in terms of the conventional breakdowns, or in terms of both, 


General Delineation of Interrelations between Field (s) of Primary 
Reference and Field(s) of Secondary Reference 


a. Isolate the chief “bridging laws,” or classes of such, which currently 
obtain between the field(s) of primary reference and the field (s) 
of secondary reference. 

b. Isolate the major variables, or groups of such, within the field(s) 
of primary reference and correlative variables within the field(s) 
of secondary reference which, in your estimation, have greatest 
promise for entering into bridging relationships in the (i) near 
future, (ii) long-range future. 

c. What formal or logical relationships (e.g., independence, deduci- 
bility, subsumability, equivalence or intertranslatability, conditional- 
causal, etc.) currently obtain between the field(s) (or any part 
thereof) of primary reference and the field(s) (or any part there- 
of) of secondary reference? 

d. On the basis of present indications, what will be the probable 

future formal relationship between (or among) the fields of pri- 

mary and secondary reference? 

What is your personal evaluation as to the most desirable (fruit 

ful, expeditious, etc.), formal relationship between (or among) 

the fields of primary and secondary reference? 


e. 


For contributors considering interrelations of subparts 
of psychological science ONLY 


f. To whatever extent feasible, consider the questions a through € 
above with respect to interrelations between the field(s) of primary 
reference and relevant scientific domains other than psychology. 


Explanation: A bridging law, in the simplest case, would be a functional 
relationship between an independent and dependent variable such that one 
of the variables is a member of the class of variables regarded as character” 
istic of a given field, and the other variable is a member of the class of 
variables regarded as belonging to another field. In the case of a law (fune- 
tional relationship) involving multiple independent variables, it is a suffi- 
cient criterion of a bridging law if there are at least two variables contained 
in the statement, each of which are members respectively of classes of vari- 
ables regarded as characteristic of different fields. Both of these latter vari- 
ables may appear in the multivariable bridging law as independent variables, 
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or one may occur as an independent variable and the other as the dependent 
variable. 

In all of the topics of item 3, as elsewhere, it is hoped that the writer 
will keep clearly distinguished empirical independent and dependent vari- 
ables and systematic independent and dependent variables, as defined in item 
1 above. As in the case of item 1, alternate treatments in terms of empirical 
and systematic variables would be desirable. This is particularly the case 
with respect to topics a and b. 

Topics c, d, and e, usually in commingled form, have been at the heart of 
most discussions of interrelationship issues in recent decades, both at the 
level of interrelations between psychology and other presumably allied 
sciences, and in connection with the interrelations among the subparts of 
psychological science. The style of discussion prevalent in recent years with 
respect to such issues might be briefly sketched in terms of a few key 
contexts of inquiry. 

To take one conspicuous example, discussion of the relations between 
psychology and physiology has been largely in the hands of philosophers of 
science. Proceeding from a context established by the traditional mind-body 
problem, they have shown the plausibility of translating most meaningful 
components of this problem into questions having to do with the relations 
between the “language systems’ of psychology and physiology. But despite 
occasional half-hearted attempts to inquire into these relations over the past 
twenty-five years, they have come up with very little that an empirical scien- 
tist could consider useful. On the other hand, psychologists, even physiologi- 
cal psychologists, have proceeded within a framework of unanalyzed stereo- 
types (e.g., “all explanations must come from physiology”; “no explanations 
can come from physiology”; “psychological laws are derivable in principle 
from physiology, but psychology must first develop along ‘purely behavioral’ 
lines”), In general, there has been very little detailed analysis of: (1) alter- 
nate types of formal relationships which are logically possible as between 
any two sciences; (2) extant relations between psychology and physiology; 
(3) indicated trends with respect to the probable future relationship; and 
(4) evaluations as to the optimally desirable relationship. Moreover, when 
touched upon in past analyses, these classes of problems have often been 
hopelessly intermingled. 

Again, attempts to explore the relations between psychology and sociol- 
ogy (or others of the social sciences) have adhered to a pattern similar to 
the above. Although such questions have been voluminously discussed by 
sociologists, social psychologists, and, to some extent, social philosophers, 
this area, too, is dominated by highly general prescriptions. For instance, 
assertions are often made to the effect that the two sciences deal with 
behavior at different levels of abstraction, independently of efforts to specify 
the formal or contentual characteristics of the abstractive levels in question, 
Assumptions may be made to the effect that it is or is not legitimate to 
transfer concepts from a psychological to a sociological context, or vice- 
versa, with little analysis of the grounds for the one belief or the other. 
It is sometimes expedient to assume that the sociologist provides the psy- 
chologist with descriptive information about the social aspects of the environ- 
ment to which individual organisms must respond, but the detailed schema 
as to how this information may be integrated into the lawful statements of 


individual psychology has not been specified. 
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‘Though not generally discussed in as explicit a way as the above issues, 
questions having to do with the formal interrelations among the subparts of 
psychology are of equal importance. At the basis of the major theories of 
the recent past, there has uniformly been some prior judgment as to which 
empirical area(s) is fundamental, in the sense of providing empirical laws 
from which the empirical laws of other domains may in some sense be 
“deduced.” It is only necessary to mention, in this connection, the presump- 
tion of classical Gestalt psychology that the laws of most psychological domains 
may be derived from a set of assumptions based on the facts of perception; 
the belief of reinforcement and conditioning theorists that principles based 
on simple GR situations suffice for generating all other psychological relation- 
ships, etc. Again, in recent times there has been much discussion in the 
literature as to whether laws of motivation are derivable from the laws of 
perception or vice-versa; whether perception is fundamental to learning or 
learning to perception; and so on. 

The fact that authors will have already considered items 1 to 3 should 
impart a concreteness to the discussions of c, d, and e above which has not 
always been apparent in the treatment of formal interrelationship issues. 


For contributors considering interrelations of subparts 
of psychological science ONLY 


Explanation of topic f: In clarifying the structure of psychological knowl- 
edge and its place within the sciences, it is as important to locate articula- 
tion points between given specialization arcas and domains conventionally 
regarded as part of another science as it is to determine interrelations with 
other psychological areas, Though certain contributors will be specifically 
dealing with such cross-science interrelations, writers concerned mainly with 
cross-area relations internal to psychology may find the exploration of rela- 
tions to other scientific domains helpful, or even indispensable, in getting 
their own field of primary reference into proper focus. For instance, a writer 
concerned with the place of sensory psychology in psychological science may 
not be able to do justice to this question without considering relations of 
the sensory area to certain sectors of physiological, biochemical, and even 
physical knowledge. Similarly a contributor concerned with the place of the 
personality area within psychological science may find it necessary, or at 
least helpful, to inquire into relations of knowledge in this field to relevant 
parts of genetics, endocrinology, or even embryology, on the one hand, and 
certain of the social sciences, on the other. Even in cases where such cross- 
science inquiries do not seem a necessary condition to clarification of the 
major interrelationship problem at issue, the over-all richness of the study 
would profit if the writer supplemented his discussion by consideration of 
articulation points with other sciences. 

The present topic may, of course, be disregarded by those writers who 
have already considered similar issues as an organic part of their preceding 
discussions. It is appreciated that highly detailed treatment of this question 
could well multiply the writer’s work by a large factor. Even a few hints 
concerning the writer’s views, however, would be useful. 


4. Methodological Interrelationships 


a. Estimate the extent to which experimental or empirical research 
methods developed within the area(s) of primary reference have 
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been extended to, or incorporated within, the field(s) of second- 
ary reference. 

b. What is your estimate of the future prospects for the extensibility 
of research methods from the area(s) of primary reference to the 
field(s) of secondary reference? 

c. Consider the two preceding questions with respect to extensions of 
research methods from the field(s) of secondary reference to the 
field(s) of primary reference. 

d. Estimate the extent to which systematic devices, strategies, or tech- 
niques of systematization developed within the area(s) of primary 
reference have been extended to, or incorporated within, the 
field(s) of secondary reference. 

e. What is your estimate of the future prospects for the extensibility of 
systematic devices, strategies, or techniques of systematization from 
the area(s) of primary reference to the field(s) of secondary 
reference? 

f. Consider the two preceding questions with respect to extensions of 
systematic devices, strategies, or techniques of systematization from 
the field(s) of secondary reference to the field(s) of primary 
reference. 

g. Estimate, in a general way, the kinds and priorities of refinements 
of research methodology, and refinements of techniques of systema- 
tization, in the field(s) of secondary reference which would be most 
fruitful for progress within the field(s) of primary reference. 


For contributors considering interrelations of subparts 
of psychological science ONLY 


h. If not already treated, consider at least briefly the line of question- 
ing represented by a through g above with respect to interrelations 
between the field of primary reference and relevant scientific do- 
mains other than psychology. 


Explanation: In this section the concern is with interrelations among the 
procedures employed for the discovery and systematization of knowledge 
in various areas, rather than the interrelations among the resulting bodies 
of knowledge. This dimension of analysis is perhaps more important—par- 
ticularly in “young sciences”—than inquiries into the structure of formulated 
knowledge, and has been largely neglected in previous considerations of 
interrelationship issues. 

By experimental or empirical research methods, we mean to encompass a 
broad class of procedures developed in the effort to discover functional 
relationships between (or among) empirical variables. These may include 
techniques for the variation of independent and recording of dependent 
variables, and techniques for direct control of, or compensation for, the 
effects of “irrelevant” variables. Such procedures have become institutional- 
ized in various fields into characteristic types of “experimental designs,” 
characteristic physically and psychologically defined research settings, types 


of apparatus, etc, 
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By systematic devices or techniques of systematization we have reference 
to identifiable components of the procedures developed in various areas in 
the attempt to formulate the results of empirical research with maximum 
generality, freedom from ambiguity, and predictive power, and generally, to 
establish orderly, logical relationships among the units of empirical knowl- 
edge. Because of the extreme variability in current modes of systematization, 
we hesitate to use the overstereotyped expression theory in this connection, 
though there would be marked overlap between what we designate tech- 
niques of systematization and what is generally called techniques of theory 
construction. From one point of view, past systematic effort in various areas 
of psychology can be regarded as involving a set of conceptual experiments 
in which attempts have been made to test the organizing and explanatory 
potentialities of alternate techniques for the identification and definition of 
variables, of alternate methods for the “measurement” or “scaling” of system- 
atic variables, of alternate techniques for the construction of functional rela- 
tionships between theoretical variables and for the precise description thereof, 
of alternate degrees of “axiomatization” or formal explicitness, and so on. 


5. Overlap of Knowledge as between Fields of Primary and Second- 
ary Reference 


a. Estimate the extent to which substantive empirical findings devel- 
oped within the area(s) of primary reference have been directly 
(or in slightly modified form) transposed to the field(s) of second- 
oie id or independently duplicated within the secondary 

eld. 

b. Consider the same question with respect to transpositions (or other 
overlap) of findings from the field(s) of secondary reference to the 
field(s) of primary reference. 

c. Estimate the extent to which systematic or theoretical concepts 
(and the laws into which they enter) developed within the area of 
primary reference have been transposed to, or independently dupli- 
cated within, the field(s) of secondary reference. 

d. Consider the same question with respect to transpositions (or other 
overlap) of theoretical concepts and laws from the field(s) of 
secondary reference to the field(s) of primary reference. 


For contributors considering interrelations of subparts 
of psychological science ONLY 


e, If not treated above, consider, at least briefly, questions a through 
d with respect to interrelations between the field(s) of primary 
reference and relevant scientific domains other than psychology. 


Explanation: One type of interrelationship, which may perhaps not come 
into prominence via the writer’s treatment of preceding topics, is the limit- 
ing case of direct content overlap in the formulated knowledge character- 
istic of different subareas of a science, or of different sciences. Such overlap 
may be concealed by communication barriers associated with specialism, by 
purely terminological differences, and so on. Because the activities and 
results of activity of behaving scientists never fall into a rational, overall 
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pattern, such interpenetrations of knowledge may be as much a part of the 
historically given picture at any time as is mutual supplementation and 
interdependence. In some instances, content overlap may result from actual 
“transposition” of materials developed in one area to another; in other cases, 
the overlap may result from independent duplication of the same materials 
within two or more areas. 

Transposition of empirical findings, of concepts, and of theoretical laws 
from sociology and anthropology to psychology, and vice-versa, has been 
conspicuous in recent decades, as has, in certain instances, transposition from 
biological science to psychology. Occasionally, when such assimilation takes 
place without sufficient concern for the systematic significance of the assimi- 
lated materials within the new context (e.g., as in the direct transposition of 
psychoanalytic principles to social phenomena), important problems in the 
logic of science are raised. 

Perhaps less generally noted than the phenomenon of cross-science trans- 
position is the transposition of findings across specialty lines within psychol- 
ogy. Fields like personality and social psychology draw on research findings 
and theoretical formulations developed in virtually all other conventionally 
discriminated areas of the science, while the interpenetration of such classi- 
cal fields as sensory psychology and perception is so great as to defy even 
a clear-cut setting of boundaries. 

Though the fact of transposition or independent duplication of content 
may be easy to establish, extensive and concrete knowledge of the many 
contexts in which the resulting overlap exists is nowhere available. Some 
attempt on the part of the writer to chart such areas of overlap for his 
particular fields of reference would therefore be of considerable utility. 
If, as is entirely possible, such issues were already treated in the analysis 
of preceding items, the present item should, of course, be by-passed. 


Collaborative, Administrative, and Educational Mechanisms 


a. What evaluation would the writer make, on the basis of the preced- 
ing analyses, of prevailing modes of research collaboration or inter- 
play for advancing the joint interests of the fields of primary and 
secondary reference? What proposals with respect to the most effec- 
tive modes of research collaboration or interplay for advancing 
such joint interests would tend to be suggested by the writer's dis- 
cussion of preceding items? 

b. What evaluation would the writer make with respect to prevailing 
administrative, institutional, and organizational arrangements for 
advancing the joint interests of the fields of primary and secondary 
reference? What proposals with regard to optimal administrative, 
institutional, and organizational arrangements for advancing such 
joint interests would tend to flow from the writer’s discussion of 


preceding items? 


c. What evaluations would the writer make of prevailing educational 


arrangements for the training of personnel equipped to advance the 
joint interests of the fields of primary and secondary reference? 
What proposals with respect to optimal arrangements for such 
training would tend to flow from the writer’s discussion of preced- 


ing items? 
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Ethnology, 432n. 

Ethnopsychology, 444 

Ethnoscience, 392, 400-401 

Ethology, 445n. 

Etic approach, 398-401, 403, 408 

Evaluative assertion analysis, 301-302 

Evocative integration, 258 

Evolution, behavioral, 429-497 

> and object-consistent responses, 138- 

a 143 

Expansion of business, 648-649 

Expectations, economic, 650-654, 671, 
696-697, 724-749 

Experiments, in economics, 672-673 

laboratory, in social psychology, 76, 
77, 101-107, 177ff., 205-207, 
228, 

in sociology, 376-378 

in political science, 621ff. 

Explanation, 8, 96, 122-123, 143, 181, 
207-215, 586-587, 624 

(See also Operationism; Reduction- 
ism) 

Expressive modes, 382 

Extension by analogy, 281 

Extensional definition of field of social 
psychology, 174ff. 

External and internal factors in social 
psychology, 34, 67-72, 118-120, 
130-134 

Extrinsic symbolization, 485-188 


Factor analysis, 154 
Fallacy, global, 529 
jumping, 529-531 
of pseudorealism, 513 
Family, 327-328, 460ff. 
Feedback; 143-144, 146-147, 274, 619- 
1 
Fetalized animal, 470-472 
Fidelity of output to input, 269 
Field, of primary reference, 754-763 
of secondary reference, 754-763 
Field research, 76-77, 150, 419, 625, 626 
Fields of psychology, 6, 7, 9, 27-28 
Financing policy, 649 
Fire, 494 
First-line distinctions, 569-570 
Folklore, 399 
Food habits, 465 
Foreign policy, 586-587 
Fossils, 438-440 
Freedom, 344-345 
of inquiry and suicide, 326-327 
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Frequency analysis of language data, 

265-266 

Freudian theory in social sciences, 49, 
64, 332ff., 378-379, 488-489, 535, 


543, 600-601 


Game theory, 680, 691, 708, 710 
Gangs and delinquency, 337, 340-341 
Genealogical method, 431 
Generalization, 120-122 
semantic, 253, 256 
stimulus, 742 
Generalized other, 60 
Gestalt psychology, 35, 50, 130-133, 
402-403, 415-416, 535 
(See also Lewinian theory; Phenom- 
enological approach) 
Gesture, 399, 459, 484 
Gibbon, 459, 460 
Global fallacy, 529 
Goal, as inherent in dispositions, 135- 
149 
of society, 587 
Goal setting, 61, 382 
Government, 584 
Grammar (see Syntax) 
Groups, 37ff., 341, 352ff., 595, 601-603, 
614, 659-663, 680 
leaderless, 56 
peer, 341 
pressure, 617 
reference, 56-57, 61, 72, 609, 615ff., 
730-731 
small, 51-57, 370-371, 595 
social, structure of, 458-469, 494-495 


Habit and attitude, 134-135, 145 

Habit-family hierarchies, 289 

Habit strength, afferent and efferent, 123 

Habitual behavior, 647-650 

Hallucinations, 129 

Hedonism, 726 

Heteronomy, 57 

History and political science, 586-587, 
623, 628 

Homicide, 328-329, 331 

Hominids, 437ff., 456f., 490f. 

Homo sapiens, behavioral evolution of, 
429-497 

Homunculus model, 113, 122, 128-129 

Honesty studies, 131-133, 157-158 

Hostility to authority, 339-340 

Human nature, 57-58, 437-438, 456, 
490ff. 

Human-relations approach, 52, 53, 663 

Humanities and psycholinguistics, 302- 

303 
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Id, 480-481 
Ideologies, 598, 600-601 
Idiographic studies, 394 
Image, 144 
Imitation, 108-109, 366-367, 467 
Impulse control, 381-382 
Inadvertent and advertent response, 197 
Incest avoidance, 477 
Income expectations, 653-654, 661, 696, 
731-734 
Inconsistencies, between attitudes and 
behavior, 150-152, 645, 693-694, 
725n. 
in behavior, 61, 159, 
cognitive, 546 
Independent variables (see Variables) 
Indexing, independent, 216ff. 
meanings, 270-272 
Indifference curve, 727-729 
Individual differences, 132, 155 
Individual psychology, 430, 516, 521- 
522, 597ff. 
Industry, human-relations approach in, 
52, 53, 663 
Infancy, length of, 46911. 
Inference, 402 
Inflation, 652, 653, 660 
Inflection, 563-565 
Influence, 595-596, 661 
Information, 646, 655, 659 
Information theory analysis, 266-270, 
275, 288, 302, 575 
In-group and out-group performance, 55 
Input, 247f1., 269 
Insight, 451 
Instability of attitudes, 654-659 
Instinct, 58, 63, 139-141, 147, 433, 
445n., 480-481 
Institution, 350-351 
Institutional environment, 611-615 
Integration, evocative, 258 
of roles, 3560f. 
and suicide, 322-323 
Integration principle, 258 
Intelligence, 216 
Intelligence tests and culture, 72-73 
Intelligibility, 268-269 
Interactioniam, 59., 68., 199ff. 
Interdisciplinary relationships, 30-81, 
96ff., 174ff., 248-249, 318M., 389M., 
429ff,, 720, 754. 
Intergroup relations, 77-81 
Internal consistency in attitude tests, 
1578, 
Internal and external factors in social 
hology, 34, 67-72, 118-120, 
130-134 
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Internalization, 43 

Internuncial processes, 125ff. 

Interpersonal relations as primary con- 
cern of social psychology, 36ff. 

Intervening variables (see Variables) 

Interviewing, depth, 625, 626, 670 

in economics research, 672, 682 

Intraverbal behavior, 250 

Inventions, 395, 410-411, 413 

Isolation, 344-345 

Isomorphism, 130-134, 144 

Item analysis, 154 


Japanese Monkey Center, 464-465 

Jewish religion and suicide, 326 

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psy- 
chology, 175 

Jumping fallacy, 529-531 

Juvenile delinquency, 336-343 


Katona’s psychology and economics, 
639-673 
habits and problem solving, 647-654 
methods and outlook, 670-673 
motivation, 663-670 
need for economic psychology, 639-647 
social psychology, 654-663 
Keynesian theory, 695, 702 
Kinship systems, 36-37, 235, 399-400, 
545 
Kinship terminology, 570-572 
Knowledge, 597 
Kula, 46-47 


Labeling, 250, 284, 285, 569-572 
Labile behavior, 404, 413 
Labor, 705-707 
Laboratory experiments (see Experiments) 
Lambert’s social psychology in relation 
to general psychology and other be- 
havioral sciences, 173-241 
adequacy of dyadic scheme, 232-235 
comparison of concepts of social and 
experimental psychologists, 207— 
215 
dependent variables, 185-195 
dyadic scheme, 176-185 
empirical status of organism inferences, 
215-224 
independent-dependent relationships in 
social psychology, 200-207 
independent variables, 195-200 
operational skills of social psychologists, 
224-228 
problem, 173-176 
settings studied, 228-232 
summary, 235-241 
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Language, 245-304, 391, 396-397, 446— 

450, 552-578 
productivity in, 411-412 
(See also Communication; Linguistics) 

Language change, 287-288 

Language learning, 249ff., 277-288 

Latency, 276 

Latent structure analysis, 149 

Law, 588, 611-615, 627, 628 

biogenetic, 414, 443-444 
òf supply and demand, 642, 651, 695 
Laws, of political science, 621 
of psychology, 8, 17, 74, 114-115, 119- 
120, 593 

Layering, 557 

Leaderless group studies, 56 

Leadership, 53, 55-56, 221, 596, 615, 661 

Learning as treated in anthropology, 405, 

492 
avoidance and escape, 141 
discrimination, 142 
by imitation, 108-109, 366-367, 467 
and language behavior, 249ff., 277— 
288 
and perception, 9-10, 21-22, 107-109, 
112ff. 

Learning theory, 114ff., 137-138, 153, 
249, 364-367, 518-519, 535, 593, 
746-749 

Lens model, 147 

Level, of analysis, hierarchical, 146-147 
molar and molecular, 137-138 
in social sciences, 46-47 
(See also Methods; Unit of analysis) 

of aspiration, 667, 678, 700-701 

Lewinian theory, 694 

and Hullian theory, 118-120, 136 

Lexical choice, 276, 570-572 

Life space, 118-119 

Line-drawing technique, 412-413 

Linguistic-relativity hypothesis, 296-297, 
391-392, 556 

Linguistics, 260-264, 389, 396-397, 448- 
450, 552-578 

descriptive, 248 

field of, 552-554 

and psychology, 552-578 
alternatives, 558 
branching and layering, 557 
classificatory function of linguistic 

forms, 569-572 

conditioned variants, 563-565 
history and actuality, 561 
immediate constituents, 559-560 
of language, 578 
proposition, 555-556 
recursion, 558 
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Linguistics, and psychology, relations of 
linguistic form, 572-578 
stimulus equivalence, 565-569 
structures of utterances and language, 
554-555 
transformations, 561-563 
Liquid assets, 650, 682 
Logical syntax, 576-577 
(See also Syntax) 


Macaca fuscata, 464-465 
Macroeconomics, 688-689, 694-698, 701, 
717-718 
Macropolitics, 583-584 
Managers, 699 
Mand, 250 
Marginal change, 657-659 
Marital status and suicide rate, 327-328 
Market research (see Consumer be- 
havior) 
Markowitz hypothesis, 739 
Marriage, 461 
Masked recursions, 562 
Mass behavior, 660ff. 
(See also Crowds; Groups) 
Mass media, 595, 617-619, 659-660 
Matched dependent behavior, 108-109 
Material culture, 37, 40-41, 393-394 
Mateship variations, 460-463 
Maximizing, 665, 700-701 
Meaning, linguistic, 400, 573-575 
of motor or perceptual responses, 129- 
130 
quantification of, 270-272 
of social stimuli, 35-36, 130-134 
and verbal behavior, 249, 253ff., 271, 
284, 297ff. 
Means dispositions, 135-149 
Means-end regress, 146-147 
Measurement of attitudes, 149-162 
Mediation, 253ff., 270 
Menomini culture, 358-359, 526-529 
Mental disease, 489-490 
Message, 247ff. 
Method, of constant stimuli, 117-118 
of limits, 117 
Methods, in anthropology, 417-419, 543— 
544 
in economics research, 670-673, 681- 
682, 702, 718-720 
general interrelationships of, 760-762 
in political science, 621-627 
in social psychology, 76-77 
of studying attitudes, 149-153 
Microeconomic data, 643 
Microeconomics, 688-689 
Microsociological analysis, 55, 174, 205 


Mind, evolution of, 436ff., 443ff., 479n. 
Mind-body problem, 8, 759 
Minimax strategy, 680 
Mobility, 661 
Mobs, 38, 366-367 
Modal personality, 64-65, 349-363, 528, 
602-603 
Er actuarial investigations, 104- 
10 
of central nervous system, 113, 122, 
128-129 
cognitive, 545ff. 
of communication process, 246ff. 
deterministic, 139 
in economics, 697, 717 
lens, 147 
linguistic, 263-264, 560, 575 
operational, for diagnosis, 149ff. 
in political science, 604, 
psychoanalytic, 437 
S-R, 249ff. 
servomechanism, 143-145 
in social psychology, 75-76, 179 
template, 143-145 
Molar and molecular analysis, 137-138 
Monadic vs. dyadic schemes, 177ff., 206- 
207, 232-235 
Monkeys, mateships in, 461-463 
Monogamy, 460, 461 
Morale, 706 
Morphemes, 261-263, 273, 397, 553, 563 
Morphology, 262, 563 
Mortality rate, 322 
Motivation, as inherent in dispositions, 
135-149 
and language behavior, 292-293 
and perceptual threshold, 114-118 
as treated, in anthropology, 536-537 
in economics, 663-670, 677-678, 
689-707, 741 
in social psychology, 180, 212 
in sociology, 48, 381 
unconscious, 333, 488-489 
Motor coordination, 123-125 
Motor empathy, 109 
Motor skills, 258 
Movements and acts, 137, 143 
Multiple determination, 250-251, 663- 
666 
Muscle contraction as basis of learning 
theory, 138 


National character studies, 64-66, 601- 


603 
National Science Foundation, 5 


Natural selection, 442 
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Naturalistic observation, 229-230, 281, 
543 
Navaho culture, 517 
Nazism, 602 
Need achievement, 355 
Needs, 381 
in economics, 666-670 
and perception, 114-117, 119-120 
personality, as treated in political 
science, 599-603 
(See also Motivation) 
Negative transfer, 120-122 
Neobehaviorism, 10, 22, 185 
Neoclassical economic theory, 677-678 
Neo-Freudian theory, 333ff., 405, 489, 
535, 543, 601 
Neoteny, 469-474 
Nest-building, 466n. 
Neurology, and psycholinguistics, 294— 
296 
and theories, 125-127 
Neurophysiology and psycholinguistics, 
294-296 
Noise, 246 
Nomothetic studies, 394-401 
Nonconformity, 43-44, 601 
Noneconomic motivation, 699-700 
Nonmaterial culture, 37, 41-44 
Normal personality, 378-380 
Normative economics, 688-689, 714 
Norms, 36-37, 42-44, 54, 71, 184-185, 
474-478, 609-610 
Nuclear family, 460 


Object-consistent response, 135-149 

Observation, of another’s responses, 108, 
150, 229 

of outcomes of another’s explorations, 
108-109 
Obstacles, 725 
Occupation, and personality, 354-355 
and suicide, 331-332 

Oedipus complex, 471, 601 

Oestrus cycle, 463 

Office, 609, 613 

Oikia, 462n. 

Ojibwa culture, 416-417, 525, 529 

Oligopoly, 707-709 

Operant and respondent behavior, 137, 
250 

Operationism, 8, 96, 101, 106, 112, 189, 
587 

Operations research, 681 

Opinions, 372-373, 597-598, 661 

Optimism, 657-659, 671, 682 

Ordering mechanisms, 280 

Ordinal and cardinal utility, 690-691 
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Output, 247f., 269 
Overt responses, 127, 131, 150, 159-162 


Pain, psychic, 325-326 
Panel method, 656-657 
Paradigmatic responses, 292 
Paralanguage, 448 
Parallelism, 414 
Parental control and delinquency, 339- 
340 
Participation, 706 
Pavlovian theory, 141-142 
Peer groups, 341 
Penetration, 662 
Perception, 131ff., 710-711 
and cognition in relation to anthro- 
pology, 388-421 
convergence of interest in, 9-10, 21— 
22, 112ff. 
of law, 612-614 
as mode of acquiring dispositions, 107— 
109 
nonmeaningful aspects of, 258 
and personality, 367-368 
and sensation, 402 
Perceptual causation, 122-123 
Perceptual defense, 117 
Perceptual dispositions and response dis- 
positions, 123-125 
Perceptual organization, 257-258, 408 
Perceptual sensitization, 115-117 
Perceptual threshold, 114-118 
Perceptual vigilance, 117 
Persistence forecasting, 368-369 
Personality, assessment of, 380-382 
and culture, 63-66, 405, 429-497, 511- 
512, 539 
and society in behavioral evolution, 
429-497 
biological dimension, 469-474 
conclusions, 490-497 
dimension of social structure, 458- 
469 
ego and self-objectification, 478- 
490 
introduction, 429-441 
psychocultural dimension of evo- 
lution, 442-458 
sociopsychological evolution, 474- 
478 
general theory of, 320-321 
modal, 64-65, 349-363, 528, 602-603 
normal, 378-380 
and perception, 367-368 
and role performance, 351-356 
Personality factors and delinquency, 339- 
343 
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Personality structure, 58ff. 
Personality tests, 151, 374-376, 382, 391, 
525, 527ff. 
Personality theory, 332-349 
Personnel selection, 606-607, 609, 616 
Pessimism, 657-659, 669-670, 682 
Peyote cult, 526-529 
Phase sequences, 124 
Phenomenological approach, 95, 114ff., 
131-134 
Phenomenological bias, 74 
Philosophy, of history, 584 
of science, 8, 759 
Phone sequences, 261 
Phonemes, 261, 273, 277ff., 396-397, 
553, 563, 568-569 
Phonemicization, 567-568 
Phonetics, 248, 278, 299-300, 396, 553, 
566. 
Physiological frame of reference, 7-8 
Physiology and psychology, relations be- 
tween, 7-8 
Pithecanthropus, 439, 454 
Pleasure-pain theory, 726 
Policy, 585 
Policy and Planning Board, 5 
Political man, 600 
Political science, 583-592 
and psychology, 583-630 
contributions to study of political 
processes, 627-629 
framework for psychopolitical study, 
603-621 
methodological interrelationships, 
621-627 
psychology for political scientists, 
592-603 
summary, 629-630 
Political society, 322 
Politicians, 606-607 
Polygamy, 461 
Position issues, 610 
Positive transfer, 120-122 
Positivism (see Operationism) 
Posture, erect, 448, 464, 493-494 
Power, 583-585 
Pragmatics, 573 
Prediction of behavior, 131-133 
Predictive integration, 258, 280 
Preference, economic, 677ff., 690ff., 724- 
749 
Prejudice, 120-122, 367, 369 
Pressure groups, 617 
Prestige, 661 
Price expectations, 650-654 
Price setting, 647-648, 702 
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Primates, and brain development, 469- 
470, 472 
and communication, 459 
and social structure, 458ff. 
and tool using, 451-452 
Primitive cognition, 412-413, 415, 443 
444 
Primitive society, 358 
Proactive inhibition, 120-122 
Probability, subjective, 680-681, 691-695, 
7348, 
transitional, 275-276 
a tl theory, 266-267, 734ff., 739- 
7 
Problem solving, 403, 648-649, 654, 714- 
715 
(See also Concept attainment; Con- 
cept Formation; Toolmaking) 
Process and political science, 588-589 
Process-centered approach, 26 
“Process fields” of psychology, 6, 7, 27— 
28 
Producer, 687 
Productivity, 706-707 
in language, 411-412 
Profit motive, 664, 687, 689, 698f. 
Project A, 5 
Project B, 5 
Projection, complementary, 152-153 
Projective tests (see Personality tests) 
Pronoun systems, 400 
Propaganda, 595, 618 
Property rights, 476-477 
Propositional sentence, 555-556 
Protestantism and suicide, 326-327 
Protocultural stage, 450, 452, 467, 490ff. 
Proximal and distal responses, 137 
Pseudorealism fallacy, 513 
Psychic income, 698-699 
Psychic pain, 325-326 
Psychoacoustics, 248 
Psychoanalytic ego psychology, 480-481 
Psychoanalytic theory (see Freudian 
theory; Neo-Freudian theory) 
Psychocultural approach, 51 6-519 
Psycholinguistics, 244-304 
broader context of, 293-303 
introduction, 245-246 
“linguistics” in, 260-264 
“psych” in, 249-260 
quantification of language data, 264- 
272 
sample of problems, 272-293 
sequential, 275 
summary, 303-304 
what it is, 246-249 
Psychological environment, 118n.-119n. 
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Psychology, and anthropology, 388-421, 
430ff., 510-549 
in anthropology, applications to cul- 
ture change, 510-549 
anthropological steps toward psy- 
chocultural approach, 517-519 
case illustration, 524-531 
eulture concept, 512-516 
introduction, 510-512 
literature on culture change, 531— 
540 
memos for study of acculturation, 
519-524 
problems in communication, 541— 
544 
promising potential, 544-549 
summary, 540-541 
and biological sciences, 8 
and economic theory and research, 
677-682 
and economics, 639-673, 677-682, 
685-720, 724-749 
and linguistics, 552-578 
and political science, 583-630 
“process fields” of, 6, 7, 27-28 
and social sciences, 8-9, 30-81, 95, 
174ff,, 248-249, 759 
and sociology, 8-9, 317-383 
structure of science of, 1-29 
subparts of, 9, 27-28, 760 
Psychology and the Human Agent, 5 
Psychophysical methods, 116-118, 692, 
740 
Psychopolitical study, 603-621 
Punishment and reward, 250, 251, 619- 
621, 694, 747-748 
Pure stimulus act, 254 
Purposive behavior, 145ff, 


Quantification, in anthropology, 418 

of language data, 264-272 
Quantitative economics, 641 
Questionnaires, 226 


Races, 430, 446 

Ratio scale, 736 

Rational man, 640, 647, 651, 654, 677- 
678, 689, 708-710, 735 

Reality principle, 453, 726n. 

Recapitulation theory, 414, 443-444 

Recession, 669-670 

Recursion, 558, 562 

Reductionism, 8, 39-40, 320, 334-335, 
454, 514, 516, 624, 759 

Redundancy, 258, 267-269, 288, 563 

Reference groups, 56-57, 61, 72, 609, 
615f., 730-731 
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Referential classification, 569-572 

Reflex, 137, 139ff. 

Regularity, 394-401, 416, 516 

Regulations, 611-615 

Reinforcement, 250, 251, 619-621, 694, 
747-748 

Relativism, 74, 296-301 

Religion and suicide, 326-327 

Religious society, 322 

Representational process, 255, 256, 270 

Respondent and operant behavior, 137, 
250 

Response dispositions and perceptual 
dispositions, 123-125 

Response strength and attitude measure- 
ment, 157-159 

Response template, 143-145 

Responses, overt, 127, 131, 150, 159-162 

paradigmatic, 292 
types of, 137-138 

Responsibility, 619-621 

Reversed speech, 274 

Reward and punishment, 250, 251, 619- 
621, 694, 747-748 

Rigidity, 413-414 

Role, 36-38, 54, 349ff., 375-376, 475ff., 
522, 528-529, 613-614, 712-718 

Rorschach test, 525, 527ff. 

Rumor, 655, 660 

Russian personality, 359-363 


S-R theory, 35, 112, 114ff., 131, 136, 
153, 249ff., 336n., 535 
Sampling, 216, 228-229 
in anthropology, 418 
in economic-psychological research, 
670-671, 681-682 
of situations, 150, 224, 228-229 
Satiation, semantic, 253, 257 
Satisficing, 665, 700-701 
Saturation with consumer goods, 666- 
670, 678-679 
Saving behavior, 650ff., 665, 682, 690, 
695-696, 730-731 
Scaling, economic, of utility, 680-681, 
692-693, 727-730 
Guttman type, 154-156 
School performance and personality, 355- 
356 
Science, other, in relation to psychology, 
1-29 
Scientific method (see Methods) 
Security, 345 
Selectivity, 70 
Self, 58-63 
Self-concept, 381, 456 
Self-objectification, 478-490 
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Semantic analysis, 400, 573-575 
Sera differential, 256-257, 271-272, 
8 
Semantic generalization, 253, 256 
Semantic satiation, 253, 257 
Semantic similarity, 576 
Sensitization, perceptual, 115-117 
Sequential analysis, 748-749 
Sequential psycholinguisties, 275 
Servomechanism theory, 139, 143-145 
Set, 96, 124, 125 
Set mechanisms, 280 
Sexual relationships, 460-463 
Sherif’s social psychology and interdis- 
ciplinary relationships, 30-81 
converging trends in social psychology, 
66-81 
definition of social psychology, 33-44 
developments in defining psychology, 
32-33 
formative stage of social psychology, 
47-51 
introduction, 31 
persistent problems of interdisciplinary 
interest, 51-56 
problems of interdisciplinary ap- 
proaches, 44-47 
social psychology and interdisciplinary 
efforts, 31-32 
Signal-to-noise ratio, 268 
Signification, 574 
Signs, linguistic (see Linguistics; Psycho- 
linguistics) 
Silent vocabulary, 459 
Similarity, 269-270 
semantic, 576 
Simon's economics and psychology, 685- 
720 
cognition, challenge to rationality, 709 
718 
conclusion, 720 
conflict of interest, oligopoly, 707-709 
introduction, 686-689 
methodological borrowing, 718-720 
motivation, consumer, 689-698 
entrepreneur, 698-705 
labor, 705-707 
Sioux culture, 517-518, 546 
Situation tests, 150 
Slutzky relation, 727 
Small groups, 51-57, 370-371, 595 
Social attitude (see Attitude) 
Social class, 373-374, 616, 618-619, 661 
Social-contract theory, 58 
Social disorganization, 337-338 
Social interactions, 37ff., 68ff. 
Social mapping, 335 
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Social-mold theory, 58 
Social movements, 344-349 
Social organization, 36, 39, 337-338, 
458-469, 615-619 
Social psychology, boundaries of, 202-207 
definitions of, 32-44, 174ff., 318-319 
history of, 48-51, 433M. 
and interdisciplinary relationships, 30- 
81, 173-241 
and political science, 593ff, 
Social sciences, and psycholinguistics, 
296-302 
and psychology, 8-9, 30-81, 95, 174ff., 
248-249, 759 
Social-stimulus situations, 33-37 
Socialization, 39, 41-42, 339ff,, 365-367, 
464-465, 602, 619 
Society, 36, 57-66, 184-185, 206, S18f,, 
348., 429-497, 584-585, 615-619 
and suicide, 322M, 
Sociology, of knowledge, 40, 127, 392, 
597 
and psychology, 8-9, 317-383 
comments on concepts and methods, 
369-378 
Durkheim's Suicide, 321-392 
future prospect, 378-383 
introduction, 318-321 
modal personality patterns, 349-369 
role of general personality theory, 
332-349 
special psychological theories, 363- 
369 


and social psychology, 31-32, 36, 44- 
45, 470., 95, 174., 193, 231 
Sociometry, 52, 371-373 
Source unit, 246M. 
Soviet personality, 359-363 
Spatial orientation, 367-368 
Speech (see Linguistics; Psycholinguistics) 
Speech-disturbance analysis, 302 
Spending behavior, 650%., 665-666, 682, 
695-696 

Statistical learning theory, 746-748 
Statistics, in anthropology, 418 

in economics, 718-720, 724-749 

(See also Probability; Probability 

theory; Scaling) 

Status, 36-38, 54, 55, IHM. 

class, 373-374, 616, 618-619 
Stereopathy, 354, 356 5 
Stereotypes, 121 
Stimulus, properties, 34f., 70-71, 141 
Stimulus equivalence, 565-569 
Stimulus generalization, 742 
Structural semantics, 400, 574-575 
Structuralism, 48, 70 
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Structure-function analysis, 396ff. 
Study I, 1-3, 6, 13-14, 18, 25, 753 
Study II, 1-29, 753 
Style, in language, 302-303 
of life, 662 
Style issues, 610 
Subaudible behavior, 253 
Subjective behaviorism, 294 
Subjective probability, 680-681, 691-693, 
734 ff. 
Suicide, 321-332 
Superego, 66 
and delinquency, 339-343 
Supply and demand, 642, 651 
Surplus, 703 
Survey, of culture change, 531-540 
in economics, 656ff., 670-672, 681-682 
of Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 175ff. 
in political science, 625 
Symbolates, 513 
Syncretic thought, 404, 415 
Synesthesia, 303 
Syntactic behavior, 482-483 
Syntagmatic responses, 292, 575 
Syntax, 261, 263, 282, 553ff., 575-578 
logical, 576-577 
Systematic vs. empirical studies, 1ff., 10, 
23-25 
Systematic formulation, definition of, 2 


Tact, 250 
Tagmemes, 563 
Technology and human relations, 40-41 
Templates, 143-145 
Tension, 119 
Terminology in social psychology, 97— 
101, 114, 126f., 136ff. 
Territoriality, 468 , 
Test performance.as related to culture, 
73 
Tests, culture-free, 73 
personality, 151, 374-376, 382, 391, 
525, 5276. 
Textual behavior, 250 
Themes, 517 
of analysis, 2-3, 16-18, 753-763 
Theoretical vs. empirical studies, 1ff., 10, 
23-25 
Theory of adaptive expectations, 743— 
45 
classical economic, 642, 647, 664, 687, 
700, 703, 705ff., 717 
cybernetic, 139, 143-147 
Freudian (see Freudian theory) 
of games, 680, 691, 708, 710 
general personality, 332-349 
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Theory, information, 266-270, 275, 288, 
302, 575 
learning (see Learning theory; S-R 
theory) 
of meaning, 253ff. 
neo-Freudian (see Neo-Freudian 
theory) 
neurological, 125-127, 138ff., 143 
Pavlovian, 141-142 
personality, 332-349 
political, 584 
recapitulation, 414, 443-444 
social contract and social mold, 58 
in social psychology, 74-76, 114ff., 
214-215 
Thinking, 184, 391-392, 415, 430 
abstract and concrete, 403-404 
ameaningful, 29 
Threshold, perceptual, 114-118, 259 
for suicide, 330 
test-item, 157ff. 
Time trends, 671, 726-727, 743-745 
Tobin and Dolbear’s psychology and eco- 
nomic theory and research, 677-682 
Tool using, 451, 454, 494 
Toolmaking, 440, 441, 450-454, 494, 495 
Torres Straits expeditions, 408, 431 
Tradition, American, 661 
Trait approach, 61, 152-153, 190, 376, 
521, 600 
Transactions, 59-60 
Transfer, 120-122 
Transformations, 561-563 
Transitional probability, 275-276 
Transitivity, 680, 725ff., 739-740 
Transmitter, 246fl. 
Transposition, 275 
Trial and error, 107 
vicarious, 108 
Turnover, 657-659 


Uncertainty, 266-267, 275, 681, 691, 
734-739 
Unconscious motivation, 333, 488-489 
Unemployment behavior, 641 
Unions, 707, 708 
Unit of analysis, in anthropology, 520- 
522 
in linguistics, 554 
in psycholinguistics, 273-277 
in social psychology, 34, 45 
in social sciences, 45 
Universal patterns of culture, 454-458, 
555 
Upgrading, 665-666, 668 
Utility, diminishing marginal, 678-679, 
691 
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Utility function, 687, 689ff., 724-749 
Utility theory of learning, 748-749 
Utterance, 554-555 


Valence, 119, 694 
Validity of attitude tests, 159-162 
Value-resonant errors, 116-117 
Value systems, 36, 38, 43-44, 54, 372- 
373, 475-478, 517-518, 584-585, 
693-694 
Values and perceptual threshold, 114- 
118 
in social-attitude concept, 147-149 
Variables, 176ff. 
dependent, 127ff., 185-195, 590-592, 
645-647, 756-757 
independent, 186, 195ff., 590-592, 
756-757 
items of material culture as, 41 
independent-dependent relationships, 
200-207 
intervening, 179ff., 207, 646 
systematic and empirical, 394, 756-757 


Verbal behavior, 245ff., 553 

(See also Linguistics) 
Verbal conditioning, 251-252 
Verbal instruction, 109, 125 
Verbal reports as data, 127-131, 150- 

152, 159ff., 645, 693-694, 742 

Vicarious trial and error, 108 
Vocabulary, silent, 459 
Vocalization, 459, 556 
Voting behavior, 659n. 


Wages, 705-706 

Whorf hypothesis, 296-297, 391-392, 556 

Wisconsin general test apparatus, 142 

Word as unit of language, 273ff. 

Word-association technique, 290-292, 
575-576 

Word frequencies, 265-266, 290 

Work, 679, 687 

Worker, 688, 705-707 

World view, 518 


Zinjanthropus boisei, 453 
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